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TO THE 
RIGHT REVEREND 


WILLIAM VAN MILDERT, D.D. 


LORD BISHOP OF DURHAM. 


My Lorp, 
You will perhaps agree with me in thinking, that 


one of the most satisfactory and least objectionable 
modes of ascertaining and establishing theological 
truth is by the careful adduction of concurrent his- 
torical testimony. 

However clear in themselves may be the declara- 
tions of Holy Scripture respecting all the great 
leading articles of our faith: yet it cannot be dis- 
sembled, that, as very widely different interpreta- 
tions have been put upon various passages in the 
Bible, so likewise we have sometimes been even 
required to admit sundry doctrines or opinions not 
a vestige of which can be discovered in the inspired 
word of God. 

A2 
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Under such circumstances, it seems obvious to 
institute an historical inquiry into the nature of 
those tenets, which the primitive Church, under 
the distinct aspect of their exhibiting the real mind 
of Scripture because they were known and acknow- 
ledged to have been delivered by the express 
teaching of the Apostles to all the various eccle- 
siastical successions, unanimously professed to hold 
from the very beginning. 

This inquiry, if honestly conducted, must, I 
think, instinctively approve itself to every upright 
reasoner. For the principle, upon which it goes, 
is so plain, that it can scarcely be misapprehended 
even by the meanest understanding: while yet, at 
the same time, it is so forcible, as to command the 
assent of the highest intellect. | 

Unless all moral certainty be banished from the 
world, what the primitive Church, with one con- 
sent, professed to have received from the Apostles, 
could not but have been taught to the primitive 
Church by the Apostles: and, what was taught to 
the primitive Church dy the Apostles, could not 
but have set forth the real mind of that inspired 
volume, the whole second portion of which was 


written either by the Apostles themselves or by 
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individuals under their immediate inspection and 
superintendence. 

In like manner, on the other hand, if, in the pri 
mitive Church, we find no traces, either of certain 
expositions of Holy Scripture itself, or of certain 
doctrines and opinions which assuredly can be no 
where found in the Bible; we may be morally sure, 
that no such expositions or doctrines were ever de- 
livered by the Apostles: and, if no such expositions 
or doctrines were ever delivered by the Apostles or 
were ever received by the primitive Church; we 
may be morally sure, that they were the mere 
human inventions of a later age, and consequently 
that they carry with them not a shadow of binding 
authority. 

On this basis, I need not remind your lord- 
ship, is built the luminous and incontrovertible 
canon of Tertullian: WHATEVER IS FIRST, IS TRUE; 
WHATEVER IS LATER, IS ADULTERATE. 

And almost little, even to any person, need I 
point out the application of this canon, when once 
it has been thus laid down. 

If a man calls upon me to receive a particular 
exposition of Scripture, which, by the exercise of 


what is denominated Private Judgment, he has 
7 
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persuaded himself is the true one; I naturally re- 
quire him to prove, by adequate historical testi- 
mony, that his proposed exposition sets forth the 
real import of the passage: for, however satisfac- 
tory, to fas own mind, may peradventure be the 
result of has own private judgment; most clearly 
the declaration of his private judgment is no proof 
to me, that he has struck out the true interpreta- 
tion. What / require from him, is tangible evi- 
dence, not mere bold gratuitous assertion. Let him 
shew, that the primitive Church, from the declared 
teaching of the Apostles, interpreted as he inter- 
prets: and I have done. But, if he cannot shew 
this; and, still more, if, upon inquiry, the primi- 
tive Church shall be found to have adopted, pro- 
fessedly from the Apostles, a totally different mode 
of exposition: then, in the first case, his projected 
interpretation, to say the very least of it, is of no 
authority; and, in the second case, this same pro- 
jected interpretation must be at once discarded, 
as absolutely false and erroneous. When matters 
turn out to be ¢hus circumstanced, to appeal, in 
the exposition of Scripture, to his own private judg- 
ment, is to talk absolute nonsense. No new-fangled 


interpretation can, on the plea of private judgment, 
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be for a moment received, when it shall appear, 
that this private judgment is either unsupported 
by or contradicted by the well ascertained voice 
of the really primitive Church apostolic. A man 
might as well claim to determine, by his own zmsz. 
lated and uninquiring private judgment, the sense 
of a classical allusion, in neglect or defiance of the 
voice of classical antiquity: as he might claim to 
determine, by a similar crude exercise of his naked 
and uninformed private judgment, the sense of a 
now disputed passage of Scripture, in neglect or 
defiance of the voice of ecclesiastical antiquity. 

I. The principle here insisted upon (the wise 
and rational principle, as your lordship well knows, 
enforced by Irenéus and Tertullian and other pri- 
mitive doctors of the Catholic Church) I have, 
in a former Work, applied to the peculiarities 
of Popery: and it is not among the least of the 
startling Difficulties of Romanism, that that system 
has been found unable to abide the test of sober 
historical inquiry. 

1. Doubtless, many popish doctrines may be 
traced up to aconsiderable height of redative an- 
tiquity: but ¢his is insufficient to establish their 


claim to the authority of assured apostolicity. 
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In every instance of romish peculiarities, the chain 
of connection, between our own age and the age 
of the first inspired teachers of Christianity, is too 
short. We vainly try to stretch it, beyond thes 
certain point, or beyond ¢hat certain point. At 
its distant extremity, the links, which ought to 
have united it to the Apostles, are uniformly 
wanting. 

2. Nor is even this deficiency the worst part of 
the matter. 

Not only, negatively, do all traces of popish 
peculiarities fail us, as we penetrate deeper and 
deeper into antiquity : but also, positively, we often 
find, in the occurrence of primitively received doc- 
trines which stand forth m direct opposition, a dis- 
tinct and unequivocal testimony against them. 

3. Hence, clearly, the scheme, which, in one 
comprehensive word, may be termed Popery, is 
convicted of an origin posterior to the time of 
the Apostles. 

It is convicted, therefore, through the unexcep- 
tionable medium of historical evidence, of being a 
mere human invention: and, as such, agreeably to 
the canon of Tertullian, it must, because later than 


the beginning, be rejected as adulterate. 
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II. If, by way of yet further illustrating my 
proposed line of argument, the same principle be 
applied to yet another theological system: that 
system will, if I mistake not, be found equally 
deficient in the grand essential of historic testi- 
mony. 

1. The scheme of interpretation, now familiarly, 
though perhaps (if a scheme ought to be desig- 
nated by the name of its original contriver) not 
quite correctly, styled Calvinism, may be readily 
traced back, in the Latin or W estern Church, to 
the time of Augustine. 

But here we find ourselves completely at fault. 

Augustine, at the beginning of the fifth century, 
is the first ecclesiastical writer, who annexes, to 
the scriptural terms elect and predestinate, the 
peculiar sense which is now usually styled Calvin- 
istic. With him, in a form scarcely less round 
and perfect than that long subsequently proposed 
by the celebrated Genevan Reformer himself, com- 
menced an entirely new system of interpretation 
previously unknown in the Church Catholic. 

What I state, is a mere dry historical fact. 
Nor can it be safely said, by way of invalidating 


this fact, that evidence, now unhappily lost, once 
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notoriously existed: evidence, I mean, by which 
Calvinism, or (to speak more correctly) Austinism, 
might have been distinctly traced up to the apos- 
tolic age. The illustrious Augustine himself has 
for ever silenced any plea of this description. 
When, toward the close of his controversy with 
the Pelagians, he entered largely and systematically 
into his own peculiar views of election and predes- 
tination (views, which, in ove place at least, he 
somewhat incautiously acknowledges himself to 
have diligently sought out and discovered; while 
he tells his opponents, that, if they differ from him 
in such views, God will reveal those views to them, 
provided they walk in the light to which they have 
attained) : when, I say, he at length entered largely 
and systematically into his own peculiar doctrinal 
views ; it was, even by those who concurred in the 
general drift of his previous antipelagian treatises 
and whose soundness in regard to the doctrines of 
free grace and original sin he himself freely admits, 
immediately and unequivocally objected to him, 
that he was xow superfluously advancing a scheme 
of doctrine, hitherto unknown and unheard of; a 
scheme of doctrine, contrary to the opinion of all 


antecedent Fathers and contrary to the sense of 
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the entire Church Catholic ; a scheme of doctrine, 
which set forth the language of the Apostle Paul, 
when addressing the Romans, in such sort as it 
had never before been understood by any of the 
ecclesiastical writers. 

Here, we may observe, Augustine is directly 
attacked upon the plain and simple score of a mere 
FACT. 

Whatever, abstractedly, might be the merits or 
demerits, the truth or falsehood, of his system, it is 
roundly charged, at the beginning of the fifth cen- 
tury, with being A PALPABLE NOVELTY. 

To such a charge, any metaphysical defence of 
the system itself, or any confident adduction of the 
words of Scripture when in truth the real question 
at issue was the import of those words, were clearly 


no legitimate answer. 


The allegation of a Fact, by whomsoever that 
fact may be alleged, can only, through the medium 
of direct historical testimony, be disposed of by a 
satisfactory denial of that racr. 

Augustine, in the abstract, might be very right, 
or he might be very wrong, in his speculation : but 
Augustine was charged with NovELTy. 


' Certainly, therefore, his sole business was to 
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overwhelm his censurers with a mass of citations, 
which should distinctly and triumphantly. prove : 
that, from the very first, and on the express sanc- 
tion of the Apostles, the scriptural terms elect and 
predestinate had been uniformly understood, by the 
earlier Fathers and by the entire Catholic Church, 
precisely as he himself, agreeably to the well- 
remembered instructions which he had received 
from his Catechist, sti// understood them at the 
beginning of the fifth century. 

Such, plainly, was his so/e business: for any other 
reply were an utterly irrelevant travelling out of 
the record. 

But how does the great Bishop of Hippo act 
under the present allegation ? 

(1.) Truly, so far as the jirst part of the asserted 
FACT is concerned, namely the contrariety of his 
doctrinal scheme to the opinion of all antecedent 
Fathers, he at length, after much superfluous dis- 
cussion and (I fear) with a too evident reluctance 
to meddle with the appeal to antiquity, claims to 
produce exactly three witnesses in his favour: 
Cyprian to wit, and Ambrose, and Gregory of 
Nazianzum. 


Now, with respect to this woefully meagre tale 
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of authorities, even were such authorities pertinent 
and distinct and full to his purpose; still, to carry 
any real weight, they would all be far too modern: 
for Cyprian flourished not until the middle of the 
third century; and Ambrose and Gregory lived 
during the latter part of the fourth century. 

But, in truth, with the scanty exception of nine 
words written by Ambrose, their several testimonies 
are altogether nugatory and irrelevant: so that, in 
point of historical evidence as afforded by those 
Fathers who preceded Augustine, the whole mighty 
fabric of Calvinism or Austinism rests upon the 
single Ambrosian sentence; Deus, quos dignatur, 
vocat: et, quem vult, religiosum facit. 

(2.) Still, however, Augustine does not despair 
of making the Church Catholic his auxiliary : 
though his contemporaries had declared his new 
system to be notoriously contrary to the received 
sense of the Church. 

It is really painful to observe the mode, in which 
this great man would invalidate the second part of 
the Fact alleged against him. 

The Church, he admits, was not wont to bring 
forward, in preaching, his own peculiar view of 


election and predestination: because, formerly, 
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there were no adversaries to answer. But then 
the Church, however silent she might be, clearly 
shews, that she held, all the while, his own precise 
doctrinal system. For the Church, says he, directs 
us to pray with Cyprian, that believers may perse- 
vere to the end. Therefore the Church plainly 
inculcates the doctrine of predestined final perse- 
verance : and thence, by a necessary circle of con- 
sequences, she must doubtless be understood, as 
always holding, and as virtually inculcating, the 
argumentatively antecedent doctrines of election 
and predestination, as those doctrines were received 
and explained by Augustine; because predestined 
final perseverance of course depends upon and 
presupposes, according to the regular progress of 
the five points, the doctrine of irreversible election 
to eternal glory. 

2. We must say, I fear, that the alleged Fact 
remains, after all the efforts and all the dexterity 
of Augustine, wholly uncontradicted by the testi- 
mony of history. 

Augustine, therefore, at the beginning of the 
fifth century, confessedly stands forth, as the original 
inventer of that scheme of interpretation, which, 


in our days, is usually denominated Calvinism. 
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To this negative testimony, let us add the posi- 
tive evidence which may easily be collected, that 
the primitive Church, from the time of St. Paul's 
apostolic friend and fellow-labourer the venerable 
Clement of Rome, down to the very age of Augus- 
tine himself, always understood the scriptural terms 
vocation and election to mean ecclesiastical vocation 
and ecclesiastical election, that is to say, @ successive 
vocation and election of individuals, from the great 
mass of the Jewish and Gentile World, into the 
visible Church of Christ, with the intention and for 
the purpose of their becoming holy, though with a: 
possibility of their not making their vocation and 
election certain: let us, I say, add positive evidence 
to negative testimony; and the system, first struck 
out by Augustine, will, I fear, not stand the test 
required by the canon of Tertullian. It existed 
not from the beginning, on the universally avowed 
and acknowledged ground of its setting forth the 
publicly declared mind of the Apostles: but it 
commenced with the fifth century, under the au- 
thority of mere human uninspired teaching; it 
was immediately charged with being a palpable 


and hitherto unheard of novelty; and, that charge, 
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its author, as might indeed have been anticipated 
from his previous unguarded confession that he 
had discovered his system in Scripture only by dint 
of his own diligent research, was utterly unable 
effectually to repel. Yet, by the very nature and 
necessity of things, whatever in revelation is first, 
is true: whatever is later, is adulterate. 

III. And now, what is the special object of the 
present Work, we may advantageouly note, how 
different, from both these two cases of Popery and 
Austinism, is the very remarkable case of the 
combined doctrine of the Trinity and of Christ’s 
essential godhead. 

1. In almost every line of direct evidence which 
could have been anteriorly devised and required, 
this vital and all-important doctrine may be dis- 
tinctly traced, step by step, up to the apostolic age 
and the apostolic teaching themselves. | 

2. Each line of evidence, even a/one, amounts 
to proof positive. But, when the testimonies af- 
forded by ail the lines conjointly are united to- 
gether, and when the wreathed chain of evidence 
thus produced is found to reach from our own 


days to the days of the Apostles: the demon- 


DEDICATION. XVI 


stration, that Zhe doctrine before us is indeed the 
doctrine of the Bible, falls, I think, little short of 
even mathematical demonstration. 

To request your lordship’s patronage of these 
volumes you have recently given me a distinguished 
claim, which I should be unwise not to urge and 
ungrateful ever to forget. Should they, through 
God's blessing, prove useful, in this day of rebuke 
and blasphemy, either to those who are faithfully 
preparing themselves for Holy Orders, or to our 
clerical brethren in their possible discussions with 
an adversary, or to our honestly inquiring laic 
brethren at large : you yourself, I well know, would 
be the first to assert, that my labours had received 
a higher reward than it is in the power of man 


to bestow. 
I have the honour to be, 
Your lordship’s most obliged 


and obedient servant, 


G. 8. FABER. 
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INTRODUCTION. 


_ A KNOWLEDGE of the mode, in which God exists, is 
the foundation of all acceptable religious service. 

For, without this knowledge, instead of wor- 
shipping the Deity as he really exists, we shall be in 
danger of worshipping a mere figment of our own 
imagination. And thus, while we suppose ourselves 
to be faithful servants of the alone true God: we 
we may, effectively at least, be guilty of adoring 
an idol. | 

I. With respect to the specific mode in which 
God exists, we obviously can know nothing save 
what he himself has been pleased to communicate. 

Now, in what all Christians believe to be the 
very word of the Deity, a communication, to that 
precise effect, actually has been made. 

Hence, as it would seem, every ground of dis- 
crepance ought hereafter to be completely re- 
moved. 

Yet this is far from being the case. For two 
theological systems, differing most vitally from each 
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other, and yet severally claiming to be founded 
upon Scripture, are, in the present day, warmly 
maintained and defended by their respective ad- 
herents. 

1. These two systems differ, in regard to the 
nature of the divine unity. 

(1.) According to the one system, God exists in 
perfect unity of essence. And he so exists in per- 
fect unity of essence, that he exists, at the same 
time, in a single person only. 

(2.) But, according to the other system, God 
exists, indeed, in perfect unity of essence. Yet he 
so exists in perfect unity of essence, that he exists, 
at the same time, in three distinct persons a/so. 

2. They differ, likewise, in regard to the personal 
character of the Son. 

(1.) According to the one system, Christ is a 
perfect man. And he is so a perfect man, that he 
is nothing more than a mere man: a man, that is 
to say, born in the ordinary course of nature, and 
in every physical respect similar to ourselves. 

(2.) But, according to the other system, Christ 
is a perfect man indeed. Yet he is so a perfect 
man, that, by the union of the divine nature to the 
human nature, he is also perfect God: being, in- 
carnately, the second of those three distinct per- 
sons, who are jointly comprehended within the 
absolute unity of the divine essence. 
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3. They differ, moreover, in regard to the nature 
of the Holy Ghost. | 

(1.) According to the one system, the Holy 
Ghost is, either the unipersonal God himself, or 
the personification of a quality, or a certain pecu- 
liar virtue and efficacy of God through the medium 
of which God operates, or spiritual gifts, or a col- 
lective body of men inspired by God, or the highest 
of created angels: though it does not seem as yet 
to have been positively settled, wuicu of these six 
several opinions ought to be adopted exclusively '. 


* I subjom the six antitrinitarian definitions of the Holy 
Ghost ; appending the authorities, whence I learn their respec- 
tive proposal and adoption by the most esteemed doctors of the 
Antitrinitarian School. 

I, The first definition is: that The Holy Ghost is cop uim- 
SELF; or, In other words, that The Holy Ghost is identical with 
the unipersonal Deity commonly styled the Father. 

1. Cum Spiritus Sanctus sit Spiritus Dei; certumque sit alio- 
qui (1 Corinth. ii. 9—11.), spiritum alicujus persone non posse 
esse personam, ab ea, cujus est spiritus, distinctam: non minus 
constare, cum Spiritui Sancto ea tribuuntur, que persone et 
simul ipsius Dei sunt propria, nihil aliud intelligendum nomine 
Spiritis Sancti esse, quam IpsuM DEUM. Faust. Socin. Respons. 
ad Wiek. c. x. 

2. Sometimes, the Spirit or Holy Spirit of God is put directly 
for GOD HIMSELF: as in 1 Corinth. 11.11. The Spirit of God 
here is GoD HIMSELF. Lindsey’s Sequel to Apol. p. 163. 

II. The second definition is: that The Holy Ghost is THE 
PERSONIFICATION OF A QUALITY. 

1. By 
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(2.) But, according to the other system, the 
Holy Ghost is strictly a personal agent. For he 


1. By the Spirit or Holy Spirit of God, is most frequently 
signified HIs POWER OR WISDOM OR BOTH. Lindsey’s Sequel to 
Apol. p. 164. 

2. Both Satan and the Holy Spirit are PERSONIFICATIONS OF 
quatities. New Testam. in an Improved Version, note on Acts 
v. 3,4. 

Ill. The third definition is: that The Holy Ghost is A CERTAIN 
PECULIAR VIRTUE AND EFFICACY OF GOD, THROUGH THE MEDIUM OF 
WHICH GOD OPERATES. 

1. Ipsum Deum, Spiritu suo, id est, VIRTUTE ATQUE EFFICACIA 
sua, agentem atque operantem. Faust. Socin. Respons. ad Wiek. 
C. X 

2, Credo me satis ostendisse, Spiritum Sanctum non esse per- 
sonam, non magis quam alice vel proprietates vel effecta Dei sint 
persone: cim nihil sit aliud, quam PECULIARIS QUEDAM VIRTUS 
ET EFFICACIA DEI. Faust. Socin. Respons. ad Wiek. c. x. 

IV. The fourth definition is: that The Holy Ghost is sprrituaL 
GIFTS. 

1. Go ye, therefore, and teach all nations, baptising them in 
the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost : 
as a symbolical profession of that holy religion ; which originated 
with the Father, was taught by Christ the Son (that is, the ser- 
vant and messenger of God), and confirmed by THE GIFTS OF THE 
HOLY GHOST. New Test. in an Improv. Vers. note on Matt. 
xxvill. 19. 

2, See also the same definition given, in Catech. Racov. c. vie 
quest. 12, and in Priestley’s Hist. of Corrupt. part 1. sect. 7. 
Works, vol. v. p. 58. 

V. The fifth definition is: that The Holy Ghost is a cou- 


LECTIVE BODY OF MEN INSPIRED BY GOD. 
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is the third of those three distinct persons, who are 


To deceive the Holy Spirit : that is, MEN WHO WERE INSPIRED BY 
cop. New Testam. in an Improv. Version, note on Acts v. 3, 4. 


VI. The sixth definition is: that The Holy Ghost is tur 
HIGHEST OF CREATED ANGELS. 

‘Justinus Spiritum Sanctum cum angelis conjungit, quasi uNus 
EORUM ESSET ET PRACIPUUS, UT REVERA EST, quicquid Justinus 
senserit, Gilbert. Cleric. Antiniceenism. p. 105. 

Mr. Clerke borrowed this definition from John Biddle, who 
had previously advanced and maintained it as expressing the 
undoubted scriptural import of the Holy Ghost. See Bull. 
Brev. Animad. in Anteniceen. § 24, 

With respect to Justin, as will readily be believed, he says 
nothing of what Mr. Clerke is pleased to attribute to him. I 
subjoin his own words: in which he testifies, under the plural 
form, that, as he and the whole Catholic Church of his day, as 
it subsisted about thirty years after the death of St. John, had 
been catechetically taught by their predecessors the worship and 
adoration of THE FATHER and THE SON and THE SPIRIT; SO were 
they willing ungrudgingly to communicate the same worship and 
adoration to their successors. 

"ANN ’Exeivoy re, kal rov wap’ abrov Yiov édOdvra (Kal dudaég- 
avra hyde ravra Kal roy Toy ddAwy Eropévwy Kal eopovoupévwy 
ayalay ayyédwy orparoy), Ivedpa re ro rpopynriuoy, oeoueOa 
kat rpookuvovper, Nyy Kal adAnOelg ryyrec, Kal wayti Bovropévy 
pabeiy, we edwaxOnper, ap0dvwe mapacudyrec. Justin. Apol. 1. 
Oper. p. 43. Sylburg. 1593. 

My present business, however, is merely to shew, on the un- 
exceptionable authority of Mr. Biddle and Mr. Clerke: that, 
according to one of the six interpretations propounded by the 
Antitrinitarian School, the Holy Ghost is THE HIGHEST (pre~- 


cipuus) OF CREATED ANGELS. 
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jointly comprehended within the absoluteness of 
the divine unity. 

4. They differ, finally, in thea ascription of essen- 
tial divinity. 

(1.) According to the one system, the Father is 
true God exclusively of the Son and the Spirit. Or, 
at least, when the Spirit is pronounced to be per- 
sonally identical with the Father, the Father is true 
God eaclusively of the Son. 

(2.) But, according to the other system, the 
Father is true God, the Son is true God, and the 
Holy Ghost is true God: and all the three, col- 
lectively, are the one true God. Yet the Father, per- 
sonally, is not the Son: nor is the Son, personally, 
the Holy Ghost : nor is the Holy Ghost, personally, 
the Father. 

Il. Each of these two systems claims alike to be 
founded upon SCRIPTURE. 

But, in reality, the true basis of each is A PAR- 
TICULAR INTERPRETATION OF SCRIPTURE. 

For Scripture itse/f decides nothing, until it be 
first interpreted. : 

On this point, simple as it is, I have ob- 
served great confusion of ideas among some 
even of the most approved of the antitrinitarian 
writers. 

1. Mr. Lindsey, for stance, assures us: that 
THE AUTHORITIES OF MEN are nothing. And he adds: 
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that Jt 2s HOLY SCRIPTURE ALONE, which can decide 
the important point at issue between the Trinitarian 
and the Antitrinitarian’. 

(1.) Now, in this two-fold statement, so far as I 


; Lindsey’s Apol. p. 23. I think it only equitable to say, that 
this confusion of ideas is no way peculear to the Antitrinitarian 
School. 

We often hear it crudely said by those who ought to know 
better: that They prefer the decision of God’s revealed word to 
the decision of Fathers and Councils. 

I. Such a preference, in the abstract, no sober Christian will 
censure : but this, I apprehend, is not the real question. Be- 
fore we talk of preference, we ought to ascertain wHat the de- 
cision of God’s revealed word really is: otherwise, we may be 
in no small danger of mistaking our own private decision for the 
authoritative decision of Holy Scripture. 

II. The whole matter, though the propounders of a vulgar 
paralogism are very apt to overlook it, rests upon the point of 
INTERPRETATION: and it does not quite necessarily follow, that 
the decision of God’s revealed word is really that, which we may 
rapidly pronounce to be its decision. 

1. Hence, though no prudent person would broadly prefer 
the decision of Fathers and Councils to the decision of God’s 
revealed word: yet many prudent persons may haply prefer an 
interpretation of God’s word propounded by an ancient Father 
to an interpretation of God’s word propounded by the insulated 
private judgment of a modern theologian. 

2. A cautious inquirer will always distinguish, between the 
actual decision and the asserted decision, of God’s revealed word. 


They are in no wise, of necessity, identical. 
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can understand its purport, Mr. Lindsey advocates a 
plain impossibility. 

Scripture ALONE, he tells us, must decide the im- 
portant point at issue between the 1 rinitarian and 
the Antitrinitarian: and The authorities of men are 
NOTHING. 

Yet Scripture, it is quite clear, cannot decide the 
important point at issue, unless it be first znter- 
preted. And, in the present state of the world, all 
supernatural communication with heaven having 
ceased, Scripture cannot be interpreted save by 
some human being. 

But, whenever Scripture is interpreted by a man, 
EVERY such interpretation must inevitably rest upon 
the authority of a man. 

Mr. Lindsey, however, without making a single 
exception, declares: that The authorities of men are 
NOTHING. 

Therefore, inasmuch as ALL interpretations rest 
upon the authorities of men, and inasmuch as the 
authorities of men. are NoTHING: it clearly follows ; 
that, in the judgment of Mr. Lindsey, every inter- 
pretation must be alike rejected, on the express 
score of its resting upon NOTHING. 

Now, when Every interpretation shall have been 
thus alike equitably rejected; and, consequently, 
when Mr. Lindsey’s own interpretation shall have 


INTRODUCTION. XXVli 


been rejected among the rest (for Zhe authorities of 
men are NoTHING: and Mr. Lindsey’s own interpre- 
tation, however we may admire its ingenuity, is, 
after all, the mere authoritative decision of a@ man): 
Holy Scripture, at length, remains quite ALONE. 

But, as Mr. Lindsey teaches us, [¢ 7s Holy Scrip- 
ture thus ALONE, or Holy Scripture altogether un- 
adulterated by ANY HUMAN INTERPRETATION, which 
must finally decide the important point at issue be- 
tween the Trinitarian and Antitrinitarian. 

(2.) A prudent inquirer will here naturally ask, 
how this extraordinary feat of controversial decision 
can be accomplished after the mode recommended 
by Mr. Lindsey. For, to all practical intents and 
purposes, SCRIPTURE UNINTERPRETED, or Scripture 
perused without the annexation of a single her- 
meneutic idea to its phraseology, is neither more 
nor less, than SCRIPTURE IN A STATE OF PROFOUND 
SILENCE. 

To the present very obvious question, the very 
obvious reply is the proposition with which I set 
out. 

Mr. Lindsey is the advocate of a plain impossi- 
bility. 

For, most indisputably, the entire matter will 
stand in manner following. 

Scripture UNINTERPRETED can decide nothing. 

But, according to Mr. Lindsey, no human inter- 
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pretation, so far as concerns the decision of a theo- 
logical question, is of the least value. For EVERY 
human interpretation rests upon the authority of 
a man. And, as Mr. Lindsey himself distinctly 
assures us, The authorities of men are NOTHING. 

Therefore, when, in one breath, Mr. Lindsey 
tells us; that Scripture ALONE must decide the point 
at issue, and yet that The authorities of men in the 
interpretation of Scripture are NOTHING: he clearly 
recommends, to our honest labours, the accom- 
plishment of an impossibility. 

(3.) The antitrinitarian admirer of this paradoxi- 
cal speculatist may very possibly urge: that Zhe 
point at issue ought, indeed, to be decided by Scrip- 
ture ALONE; but, then, so by Scripture alone, as 
SCRIPTURE IS INTERPRETED BY MR. LINDSEY. 

Such a claim, should it be gravely propounded, 
would be nothing better than mere solemn trifling. 

For, in the first place, there seems to be no 
special reason, why we should be bound to take 
the interpretation of Mr. Lindsey, rather than the 
interpretation of an other person. 

And, in the second place, by telling us that The 
authorities of men are NoTHING, Mr. Lindsey himself 
(a judge, from whom his admirers cannot, in the 
present matter, consistently appeal) has, virtually 
and by a plain necessity of consequence, assured 
us: that Ais own interpretation of Scripture pos- 
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sesses no authority; that, in truth, it is a mere 
NOTHING ; and that it is, thence, unworthy of the 
slightest attention. 

2. Mr. Haynes, according to the account given 
of him by Mr. Lindsey, seems to have involved 
himself in the very same confusion of ideas. For, 
with him also as with Mr. Lindsey, Zhe word of 
God auone is to settle the matter: while yet, at the 
same time, No regard is to be paid to any human 
scheme or explanation of that word. 

Mr. Lindsey has favoured us with the following 
statement of the principles of this kindred theo- 
logian. 

He was fully persuaded, in his own mind, of the 
truth of his sentiments concerning God and Jesus 
Christ. He founded them upon the Sacred Scrip- 
tures, for which he had the highest veneration. He 
thought himself thoroughly justified, to his own con- 
science, in taking his notions of God from the word 
of God atone. And he, THEREFORE, paid but little 
regard to any human scheme or explanation ’. 


1 Lindsey’s Sequel to Apol. p. 20—23. The same contempt 
of primitive antiquity, and the same adulation of their own su- 
perior wisdom in the interpretation of Scripture, as that which 
so strongly characterises our modern Unipersonalists, equally 
characterised the Arians at the beginning of the fourth century. 


Their humour is strongly delineated in an epistle of Alexander 
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Now, than this conduct of Mr. Haynes, built on 
his own avowed principles as reported (very faith- 


of Alexandria to Alexander of Constantinople, which has been 
preserved by Theodoret. 

Ovee rOv apyaiwy Tivac oOUyKpivEely Eauroic aéwovotv’ ove, olc 
fypecic éx rratdwy wpudyoapey dtdackddrorc, escoovobar CLVEXOVT AL. 
"AXN obde THY viv Tayraxod cudrXELTOUPyaY Tia Eig METPOY GO- 
diac Hyovvra pdvoe codot kal aKrijpoveg Kat doymarwy Evpérar 
éyovTec elvat, Kal abrotc cmoxexahvgbae pidvotc, dep ovoevt TOY 
ind rov ipduov Erépw wepuKev EMety eicg Evvovay. Theod. Hist. 
Eccles. lib. i. c. 4. p.16. Paris. 1673. 

In truth, the imprudent boast of the Arians, that they were 
discoverers of doctrines, Soyparwy etpérat, was obviously, even 
in itself, a condemnation of their system. Had their scheme 
set forth the genuine purport of the Gospel, it could not have 
been discovered at the beginning of the fourth century. On the 
contrary, it must have been universally known and received, in 
the Catholic Church, from the very time of the Apostles. A 
confession of doctrinal novelty is a confession of doctrinal false- 
hood. In matters purely secular, such as the arts and sciences, 
we may, from time to time, as the world grows older, reasonably 
expect the making of new discoveries. But, in the very nature 
and necessity of a divine revelation, no new discoveries of doc- 
trine, at an age subsequent to the delivery of the revelation 
itself, can possibly be accomplished. Doctrinal error may, 
doubtless, be removed: and Jong-smothered doctrinal truth 
may, doubtless, be rediscovered. But, in every such case, the 
acquisition of doctrinal truth must be strictly a rediscovery, as 
contradistinguished from a nem discovery: nor can any pretence 


even of a rediscovery be legitimately admitted, unless the pro- 
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fully, I doubt not) by Mr. Lindsey, nothing, surely, 
can be more irrational, more inconsistent, and more 
self-contradictory. 

Mr. Haynes, we are told, paid but little regard 
to any human scheme or to any human explana- 
tion. And yet, upon the mere strength of his own 
explanation of Scripture, he was FULLY PERSUADED 
of the truth of his sentuments concerning God and 
Jesus Christ. In other words, he was FULLY PER- 
SUADED upon the mere strength of what, even by his 
own shewing, was worthy of but little regard. 

Accordingly, as Mr. Lindsey yet further informs 
us, Mr. Haynes, though he pronounced att human 
interpretations of Scripture, and therefore obviously 
his own among the rest, to be undeserving of the 
least notice, absolutely declared: that He himself 
had NO DOUBTS, NO SCRUPLES, NO SECRET MISGIVINGS, 


pounder can shew, from clear and distinct historical testimony, 
that he has merely brought again to light a long-suppressed and 
a once universally received primeval doctrine. Divine or doc- 
trinal truth must needs be from the very beginning : and, if from 
the very beginning a doctrine has not subsisted, that circumstance 
alone demonstrates its palpable falsehood. There cannot be a 
more hopeless fatuity, than either to assert or to expect a new 
doctrinal discovery m the field of Theology. The asserter of 
any such new discovery is a mountebank: and the expectant of 
itis an idiot. Ip ESsxe VERUM, QUODCUNQUE PRIMUM: ID ESSE 
ADULTERUM, QUODCUNQUE posTERIUS. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 2. 
Oper. p. 405. 
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that he either WAS, or even MIGHT BE, mistaken. But, 
on the contrary, he assured his friends: that He 
had A FULL AND ENTIRE PERSUASION, that his own 
foundation was MOST CERTAIN AND INFALLIBLE ’. 

The truth of the matter is: that, although Mr. 
Haynes claimed to found his sentiments upon the 
word of God stone, he really founded them upon 
HIS OWN PRIVATE EXPLANATION of that word ; while 
yet, with singular inconsistency, he at the same 
time professed to pay small regard to any human 
scheme or explanation. 

His foundation, in short, as he gravely assures 
us, is most certain and infallible. But his certainty 
and. his infallibility rest upon the mere authority 
of a man. And Mr. Lindsey will teach him, that 
the authorities of men are nothing. 

3. Exactly the same remark applies to the 
parallel dogmatism of Dr. Priestley. 

When speaking of the Bible, this writer asserts : 
that He himself, Dr. Priestley to wit, ts IN FULL 
possession of that strong-hold of his faith’. 


* Lindsey’s Sequel to Apol. p. 20—23. 
_ ? Priestley’s Works, vol. xviil. p. 567. Yet Dr. Priestley 
treats this strong-hold of his faith somewhat unceremoniously : 
for he denies the authority of the Bible to be final. 

After claiming to have shewn, that there is no such doctrine 
as that of the Trinity in the Scriptures: he boldly adds; that, 


IF IT HAD BEEN FOUND THERE, IT WOULD HAVE BEEN IMPOSSIBLE 
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Now, in the very nature and necessity of things, 
it is certain: that the Bible cannot be the strong- 


FOR A REASONABLE MAN TO BELIEVE IT; as it wmplies a contra- 
diction, which no miracles can prove. Hist. of Early Opin, 
Introd. sect.iv. Works, vol. vi. p. 33, 34. 

I. We may safely concede to Dr. Priestley, that a revelation 
from God cannot propound a contradiction : but it does not, by 
any necessary consequence, seem thence to follow, that, what Dr. 
Priestley deems a contradiction, is really such. A more modest, 
and (I will venture to add) a more rational, inquirer would not 
have professed his predetermination to reject a doctrine, even if 
revealed in Scripture, on the very insufficient ground: that such 
a doctrine, to his finite reason, antecedently apprarED to be a 
contradiction. He would rather, I think, have been humbly 
satisfied : that no REAL contradiction could subsist in a doctrine, 
which, in point of fact, was revealed in Scripture. 

II. Be this, however, as it may, Dr. Priestley denies the au- 
thority of the Bible to be final, while yet he compliments it with 
the title of the strong-hold of his faith. Professedly he would 
not believe the doctrine of the Trinity, even if it could be clearly 
ascertained, as a naked matter of fact, that that doctrine is 
taught in the Bible. In such a supposed case, which may per- 
adventure turn out to be a true case, he would reject his strong- 
hold the Bible, rather than believe what the Bible teaches. 

IIf. When a person has once laid it down antecedently, that 
the doctrine of the Trinity cannot be true: he must inevitably 
come to the perusal of Scripture, not with any intention of 
LEARNING what may be there revealed, but with a full resolution 
of so expounding Scripture as to compel it to speak his own 


sentiments and thus to enable him to declare that he rinps in it a 
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hold of Dr. Priestley’s faith, until he shall have 
first so interpreted it as to enforce its agreement 
with his own system. 

But, in the business of ézterpretation, the author- 
ities of men are nothing: and the authority even 
of Dr. Priestley is only the authority of a man. 

Therefore Dr. Priestley’s faith, being founded 
merely upon his own interpretation of Scripture, 
which interpretation rests merely upon /is own 
human authority, is founded, as Mr. Lindsey will 
teach him, upon nothing. 

III. Discarding, then, the contradictory language 
of some antitrinitarian writers; that The point at 
issue between them and their opponents must be de- 
cided by Scripture auonn, while yet The authorities 
of men in the interpretation of Scripture are NOTHING : 
we may now say; that Zhe dispute, between the 
modern Trinitarian and the modern Antitrimtarian, 
is really a dispute, not respecting THE AUTHORITY OF 
SCRIPTURE, but respecting THE RIGHT INTERPRETATION 
OF SCRIPTURE. 


system which he had already predetermined to be the truth zn- 
dependently of Scripture. 

Accordingly, the result of Dr. Priestley’s biblical inquiries is 
precisely such as might have been anticipated. 

He came to the sacred volume with a full resolution, not to 
LEARN what it does teach, but to FIND in it what he had pro- 


nounced it ought to teach. 
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The reason of this is obvious. 

Though each disputant professes to appeal to 
SCRIPTURE as his voucher and authority: each, in 
truth, appeals to HIs OWN INTERPRETATION OF SCRIP- 
TURE. 

For, let his reasons be valid or invalid, still, in 
point of fact, each maintains: that his own inter- 
pretation of Scripture, to the exclusion of the in- 
terpretation proposed by Ais opponent, ought assur- 
edly to be adopted. 

The naked scriptural dispute being thus finally 
brought, as, in the judgment of plain common 
sense, it always must be finally brought, to the 
question of INTERPRETATION: however each party 
may be satisfied with their own particular view of 
Scripture ; yet, since each party strenuously denies 
the propriety of the interpretation respectively 
advocated by the opposing party, and since without 
some tangible proof more cogent than mere dog- 
matical assertion neither party can have a right to 
demand from the other party an implicit admission 
of this interpretation or of that interpretation, I 
see not, how the dispute can ever be controversially 
settled, save by the adduction of some unexcep- 
tionable umpire, to whom Joth parties may be 
willing to submit, or at least to whom an impartial 
bystander will allow that they ought to submit. 

Now exactly such an umpire has been excellently 
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pointed out to us by Dr. Priestley : and his state- 
ment so bears upon its very front the impress of 
truth and reason, that no sober inquirer, I think, 
of either party, can possibly start any maintainable 
objection; least of all can the members of the 
Antitrinitarian School, since the umprrE in question 
has been spontaneously proposed by one of them- 
selves. 

The proposal of this umpire, who is peculiarly 
unexceptionable because in truth he is called in 
purely to decide upon a question of ract, I shall 
give in the precise words of his proposer Dr. 
Priestley. 

The true doctrine, concerning the person of Christ, 
must be allowed to have been held by the Apostles. 

They, no doubt, knew, whether their Master was 
only a man lke themselves, or their Maker. 

Their immediate disciples would receive and main- 
tain the same doctrine that they held. 

And it must have been some time, before any other 
could have been introduced and have spread to any 
extent: and, especially, before it could have become 
the prevailing opinion *. 


1 Priestley’s Reply to Animad. Introd. sect. iv. Works, vol. 
XVill. p. 23. 

On the divine authority of the Christian Scriptures as a Rule 
of Faith, the American theologian, Dr. Channing is full and ex- 


press: but his deductions from those Scriptures rest not upon 
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1. In asserting, on the part of the primitive 
Church, the moral impossibility of error so far as 


any more solid foundation, than his own gratuitous assumption of 
their accuracy. 

Jesus Christ is the only master of Christians : and, WHATEVER 
HE TAUGHT, EITHER DURING HIS PERSONAL MINISTRY, OR BY HIS 
INSPIRED APOSTLES, we regard as of divine authority, and profess 
to make the rule of our lives. Sermon at the ordin. of Mr. Sparks, 
p. 5. fifth Liverpool edit. 

I. Whether, after such a declaration, Dr. Channing, like Dr. 
Priestley, would, with a high hand, reject the doctrine of the 
Trinity, even if he were evidentially satisfied, that, in point of 
fact, it is revealed in Scripture ; I will not undertake to deter- 
mine: I canonly hope, that he would not be guilty of this strange 
and unhallowed inconsistency. 

That Dr. Channing thinks and believes his own interpretation 
of Scripture to be correct, I make no doubt: but the very 
strongest belief and persuasion, on the part of any mere dog- 
matical interpreter, is no PROOF. 

1. Here lies the grand defect of modern Antitrinitarianism. 
Iv IS A COMPLETE TISSUE OF HERMENEUTIC ASSUMPTION AND AS- 
SERTION. 

Dr. Priestley, indeed, in his two Histories, as if conscious 
of this blot, has attempted to remove it, after the only mode in 
which it can be removed: with what success, may perhaps ap- 
pear in the course of the following investigation. As for Dr. 
Channing, like the rest of his School, he gives us his onn expo- 
sition of Scripture: but, if we ask for proor that fis exposition 
is the true exposition, we shall vainly seek for any evidence 
more cogent, than his own belief and persuasion that he does 


give the true exposition. 
Now, 
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respects the merge ract, What the Apostles did or 
did not teach to that Church concerning the nature 


Now, so far as I can comprehend the principles of right reason- 
ing, this is what is called a PETITIO PRINCIPI: or, in other words, 
it is to assUME the very point which ought to have been proven. 

How do I known, that Dr. Channing’s interpretation gives, as 
it professes, the real mind of Scripture? Why am I to receive 
the exposition of an Antitrinitarian, when he assigns no better 
reason for my receiving it; than that he hemself pronounces it 
exclusively rational, and that he himself believes it to be true? 

That Dr. Channing is sincere in his belief that he has hit 
upon the genuine exposition of Scripture, I may readily and 
safely admit. But what is this, in the way of suasive DEMON- 
STRATION ? 

2. Again I must repeat: that even the most honest conviction 
of Dr. Channing or of any other antitrinitarian divine, in regard 
to the perfect accuracy of his scriptural interpretation, is to 
me no prRoor, that he is really a sound interpreter. Without 
PROOF, my feeling is only that of the Jneredulus odi. I ask for 
prooF: and I am met by AssERTION. 

II. On the same mistaken principle of substituting mere 
dogmatism for direct evidence, Dr. Channing asks: How can the 
Protestant escape from Transubstantiation, a doctrine most clearly 
taught us, if the submission of reason, now contended for, be a 
duty? Ibid. p. 13. 

1, Truly, a protestant Catholic, were he to work upon the 
basis recommended by Dr. Channing, would make but a sorry 
figure in the presence of an intelligent roman Catholic. 

The latter would immediately ask him ; and very reasonably, 
to boot, would he ask him: Why a Romanist is bound to take a 


Protestant’s interpretation of our Lord’s words, rather than his 
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of God and of Christ: 1 confess myself quite to 
agree with Dr. Priestley. 


own interpretation of them; merely because the Protestant _AS- 
seRts, that his interpretation of them is undoubtedly the true in- 
terpretation? 

Were I a Transubstantialist, and were I treated by an oppo- 
nent with nothing more cogent than DOGMATICAL ASSERTION ; 
verily, I should remain a Transubstantialist to the end of my 
life: for I should obviously discern no reason, why, on the 
ground of bare asseveration, 1 ought to relinquish my exposition 
in favour of a protestant exposition. 

2, But, in truth, until taught by Dr. Channing, I never was 
aware: that the doctrine of Transubstantiation is clearly pro- 
pounded in Scripture, whence it can only be dislodged by bring- 
ing the artillery of human reason to bear upon it. On the con- 
trary, I had always conceived, with Tertullian and Cyril of Je- 
yusalem and Athanasius and Augustine and Walafrid Strabo and 
Arnold of Bonneval, that our Lord himself guards us against a 
literal interpretation of his words, by telling us: that iz as the 
spirit which quickeneth, that the flesh profiteth nothing, and that 
his words are spirit and life. John vi. 63. See Tertull. de re- 
surr. carn. § xxviii. Oper. p. 69. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. Mystag. 
iv. p. 236, 237, 238. Athan. in illud Evan. Quicunque dixerit 
verbum contra filium hominis. Oper. vol. i. p. 771,772. August. 
Enarr. in Psalm. xcviii. Oper. vol. viii. p. 397. Walaf. Strab. de 
Reb. Eccles. c. xvi. Arnold. Tractat. de Coen. Domin, ad calc. 
Oper. Cyprian. vol. i. p. 40. 

3. No protestant Catholic, who understood the real ground 
of making good his difference from the Roman Church, would 
ever, mutatis mutandis, say with Dr. Priestley : that, even of 
the doctrine of Transubstantiation were assuredly found in Serip- 

fs 
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(1.) Clearly, I think, the primitive Church must, 
in all the fulness of absolute certainty, have known 


ture, still he would not believe it. To use the phraseology of 
Dr. Channing, he escapes from that doctrine, without the least 
difficulty and without the least incongruity : because, as, herme- 
neutically, his Saviour directs him to understand and to interpret 
his words spiritually or figuratively ; so, in matter of fact, he 
finds, that those words were so understood and interpreted by 
the primitive Church, and that all change of substance by the 
consecration of the elements was even totidem verbis explicitly 
denied. See August. Enarr. in Psalm. xeviii. Oper. vol. viii. 
p- 397. Theodor. Dial. ii. Oper. vol. iv. p. 84, 85. Gelas. de 
duab. Christ. natur. in Biblioth. Patr. vol. iv. p. 422. Ephram. 
Theopol. apud Phot. Bibl. cod. cexxix. p. 794. Facund. Defens. 
Concil. Chalced. lib. ix. ¢. 5. Oper. p. 144. 

(1.) On this ground, he rejects the doctrine of Transubstan- 
tiation: and, if historical testimony were equally strong against 
the doctrine of the Trinity, he would equally reject that doc- 
trine also. For, in that case, he would feel assured, that the 
trinitarian exposition of Scripture must be erroneous: because 
the doctrine in question could not be scripturally true, if the 
Catholic Church had invariably disowned and rejected it from 
the very beginning. 

(2.) But the very reverse of this is the fact, as will amply 
appear in the course of the present purely historical inquiry : 
nor has the modern Antitrinitarian any thing to oppose to such 
direct testimony, save the mere DOGMATICAL ASSERTION that his 
onn private interpretation of Scripture must be the true inter- 
pretation. 

4. In short, the protestant Catholie rejects the doctrine of 
Transubstantiation on the precise ground that he admits the doc- 
trine of the Trinity. 


(1.) If 
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and distinctly understood: Whether the Apostles 
taught, that God exists only in one person, and that 


(1.) If the two doctrines stood on the same historical basis, he 
would perceive himself to have a direct Proor, that each alike 
is propounded in Scripture. And thence he would also per- 
ceive, that he must either reject Scripture (which Dr. Channing 
professes to regard as of divine authority), or that he must re- 
ceive them both. For the direct proof of a fact must always, 
in the very nature of evidence, outweigh any private interpre- 
tation of Scripture : because a private interpretation, resting, as 
it does, only on the mere opinion of the interpreter, may be er- 
roneous ; but a fact, established upon competent evidence, is 
incontrovertible. 

(2.) On the loose and unsatisfactory principles of Dr. Channing, 
I would as little reject the doctrine of Transubstantiation, as I 
would reject the doctrine of the Trinity: because, on those prin- 
ciples, when I ask for proor that his interpretation of Scripture 
is correct, I have nothing more convincing than hs own bare 
ASSERTION that it zs correct. 

He happens to be theologically right, indeed, in rejecting the 
doctrine of Transubstantiation: but, according to the just laws 
of evidence, based on his own admission, that, Whatever Christ 
taught, either during his personal ministry, or by his inspired 
Apostles, must be regarded as of divine authority ; this is merely 
a fortunate accident. 

The ground, on which he rejects it, is perfectly unsatisfactory : 
because, instead of being EVIDENTIAL, it is purely DoGMATICAL. 

5. I am glad to make this statement, because Antitrinitarians 
are fond of intimating: that the doctrine of the Trinity is not 
better established than the doctrine of ‘Transubstantiation ; and 
that the same hermeneutic process will overturn both, when in 


truth it will overturn neither. 
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Christ was a mere man; or Whether the Apostles 
taught, that God exists in three persons, and that 
Christ is both man and God. 

This, as Dr. Priestley well judged, is, not AN 
ABSTRACT QUESTION OF REASONING, but A NAKED 
QUESTION or Fact: and the difference, between the 
two systems of Humanitarian Antitrinitarianism 
and Divinitarian Trinitarianism, is so broadly 
marked and so positively determinate, that the 
primitive Church could not possibly have been 
mistaken, as to WHICH system was really, by the 
Apostles, delivered and inculcated. 

(2.) Whether the Apostles, in what they did 
teach, taught the truth or not the truth: is 
nothing whatsoever to Zhe simple question of their 
TEACHING, when that question is viewed as A NAKED 
QUESTION OF FACT. 

He, that receives the Gospel as a divine re- 
velation, will of course believe, that they did 
teach the truth: he, that rejects it, will equally 
of course believe, that their lessons are nothing 
better than a mere tissue of falsehood and im- 
posture. 

- But, in either case, the BArE Fact, of Their 
TEACHING this system of doctrine or that system of 
doctrine, will remain altogether undisturbed. And, 
respecting ¢hat BARE FAcT, the primitive Church, 
according to the very rational and _ satisfactory 
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decision of Dr. Priestley, could not have been 
mistaken. 

2. Here, then, by the spontaneous admission of 
a leading Antitrinitarian himself, we have obtained 
AN UNEXCEPTIONABLE UMPIRE. 

(1.) The whole question now stands reduced to 
A SIMPLE QUESTION OF HISTORICAL TESTIMONY. 

If (just as we would ascertain any other point) 
we can, on sufficient evidence, ascertain the mere 
naked point; wHat scheme of doctrine, respecting 
the nature of God and the personal character of 
Christ, the primitive Church, on the professed ground 
that she had received it from the Apostles, invariably 
maintained and inculcated: the dispute, between 
the modern Trinitarian and the modern Antitrini- 
tarian, ought plainly, in all reason, to be brought 
to a termination. 

For, as Dr. Priestley well remarks, the TRUE 
doctrine, concerning the person of Christ, must be 
allowed to have been held by the Apostles: and the 
same doctrine, as that which they held, must have 
been received and maintained by their immediate dis- 
ciples and successors. 

Hence, in historically ascertaining, wHAT was 
taught by the Apostles, and wnat from them was 
received by the primitive Church: we historically 
ascertain, according to Dr. Priestley’s own state- 
ment, the indisputably trun doctrine. 
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(2.) From ¢his point, therefore, would we act 
rationally and consistently, all dispute must ter- 
minate. 

On the ground, common alike to Trinitarians 
and to Antitrinitarians ; the ground, I mean, that 
CHRISTIANITY IS AN UNDOUBTED REVELATION FROM 
HEAVEN: on this common ground, the Apostles 
could not have taught one doctrine; while the 
Bible, received and partly penned by themselves, 
inculcates quite another doctrine. 

Most assuredly and most indisputably, WHATEVER 
the Apostles taught respecting the nature of God 
and of Christ, and whatever the primitive Church 
professedly received from them respecting such 
doctrinal matters: that, let it be what it may, 
must be the true import of the Bible. 

If, by invincible historical testimony, we learn, 
that the Apostles taught, and that the primitive 
Church received from them, that precise scheme 
which constitutes the system of modern Antitrini- 
tarianism: then, assuredly, the scheme of Trini- 
tarianism will be utterly indefensible ; then that 
scheme must be rejected, as a manifest corruption 
of the original faith once delivered to the Saints ; 
then the doctors of the Unipersonal School must 
be recognised, as the only sound interpreters of 
Scripture. 

But, if the reverse should prove to be the case: 
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if, by invincible historical testimony, we should 
learn, that the Apostles taught, and that the 
primitive Church received from them, the precise 
scheme which constitutes the theological system 
of modern Trinitarianism: then, no doubt, we 
shall be irresistibly brought to a directly opposite 
conclusion ; then, no doubt, the only sound inter- 
preters of Scripture will be those, who, analagously 
to the ascertained primitive apostolical teaching, 
deduce from it the doctrines of the godhead of the 
man Jesus Christ and of the existence of a consub- 
stantial Trinity of Persons in the mysterious Unity 
of the Divine Essence. 

IV. In thus adducing external testimony as AN 
umpire, let it not be said: that I am confessing 
the authority of scripruRE ALONE to be sufficient. 

1. Truly I am doing nothing of the sort. 

Upon the mind of the honest inquirer it cannot 
be too often impressed: that The dispute, between 
the modern Trinitarian and the modern Antitrini- 
tarian, respects, not the AUTHORITY of Scripture, but 
its IMPORT. 

Therefore, as the auruority of Scripture is not 
the point under litigation: so, in the adduction 
of external testimony with respect to the true 
import of Scripture, I really do nothing more than 
what the very terms of the dispute inevitably 
require. 
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2. On the bare principle of lingual intelligibility, 
and on the reasonable presumption that God would 
not communicate a revelation of his own peculiar 
nature in terms which (by conventional phrase- 
ology) could not but be misunderstood, however 
firmly a Trinitarian may be himself persuaded, that 
Scripture, in its plain and natural sense, is de- 
cidedly ranged on his side of the question : still, 
in actual controversy, the firm persuasion of a Tri- 
nitarian will be no very effective argument with an 
Antitrinitarian, whose perhaps equally firm per- 
suasion it is, that Scripture is ranged on the 
directly opposite side of the question. 

Between the Trinitarian and the Antitrinitarian, 
the point litigated is THE VERY IMPORT OF SCRIPTURE. 

Hence, however great may be the scriptural 
conviction of the Trinitarian himself, I cannot but 
deem it vain and useless for him to argue, from 
Scripture as to the mporr of Scripture, with an 
Antitrinitarian, who asserts, that every passage, 
probatively adduced by him, is erroneously inter- 
preted. 

Let him bring forward his scriptural evidence, 
with whatever supposed clearness, and with what- 
ever complete conviction impressed upon his own 
mind: séi// his adversary contends, that the anti- 
trinitarian view of Scripture is its only true view; 
still contends, that, in biblical interpretation, his 
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own authority is decisive, at the very time when 
he assures us that the authorities of men are no- 
thing ; sdi/d contends, that all impartial inquirers 
must be particularly on their guard against what is 
called the natural signification of words and phrases’. 

What, says Tertullian, will you gain, my tho- 
roughly well read Scripturist : when, if you defend 
any position, that identical position shall be flatly 
denied; or, if you deny any position, that self-same 
position shall be strenuously defended? Truly, you 
will lose indeed nothing, save, through the labour of 
contention, the clearness of your voice: but then you 
will also gain nothing, save, through the blasphemies 
of your opponent, an abundant accession of bile*. 

8 Under these circumstances, a controversial 


1 [ subjoin the admonition of Mr. Belsham. 

Impartial and sincere inquirers after truth must be PARTICU- 
LARLY upon their guard agaist what is called THE NATURAL 
SIGNIFICATION OF WORDS AND PHRASES. Belsham’s Calm Inquiry, 
p: 5. 

The admonition is, at least, a remarkable one. On this point, 
however, and on the real mind of Scripture as understood 
and explained by the primitive Church, see below, append. i. 
numb. 1. 

2 Quid promovebis, exercitatissime Scripturarum: cum, si 
quid defenderis, negetur ex diverso ; si quid negaveris, defen- 
datur? Et tu quidem nihil perdes, nisi vocem in contentione : 
nihil consequeris, nisi bilem de blasphematione. Tertull. de 


preescript. adv. her. § 5. Oper. p. 101. Rhenan. 
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appeal to Scripture is rendered useless: for, THE 
VERY IMPORT OF SCRIPTURE being ?tse/f litigated, the 
parties have obviously no common ground of argu- 
ment. 

Therefore, as Tertullian well remarks on a simi- 
lar case, we must make no appeal to Scripture : nor 
must we, on Scripture, rest the stress of the contest’. 

By the Trinitarian such an appeal must be aban- 
doned, not from any acknowledgment of the real 
insufficiency of Scripture to decide the question, 
but from an experimental conviction of its practical 
mefficiency. 

When THE VERY IMPORT OF SCRIPTURE is atself 
disputed, Scripture, as Tertullian rightly judged, 
can no longer be profitably employed as an umpire. 
Henceforth, the controversy respects THE TRUE 
MEANING OF GOD’s WoRD: and it is vain to appeal to 
that word, when THE MEANING ITSELF OF GOD’S WORD 
is the very matter litigated 2. 


* Ergo non ad Scripturas provocandum est: nec in his con- 
stituendum certamen. Tertull. de preescript. adv. heer. § 5. 
Oper. p. 101. 

* Perhaps it may not be useless here to exhibit some speci- 
mens of modern antitrinitarian reasoning from Scripture : rea- 
soning, which, however common, the Trinitarian ventures to 
esteem palpably inconclusive. 

I. For the avowed purpose of establishing their own system 


and of subverting that of their opponents, it is a frequent prac- 
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4. What then remains, but to call in the testi- 
mony of History and to appeal to the voice of pri- 
mitive Antiquity ? 


tice with Antitrinitarians to adduce texts, which declare Christ 
to be a man. 

1. But what has this to do with the real question: when, all 
the while, the identical humanity of Christ, as established by 
those very texts, is professedly a part of the doctrinal system 
maintained by the Trinitarians ? 

2. By such a palpably superfluous process, which argues 
either a gross Ignoratio Elencht or something much worse than 
such ignorance, the Antitrinitarian completely travels out of the 
record: for he merely proves, what the Trinitarian never thought 
of denying. 

3. His object is, indeed, through the medium of those texts, 
to set aside the doctrine of Christ’s divinity: but his argument 
is so grossly illogical, that even a child might expose its glaring 
inconclusiveness. 

To say, that Christ is Not God prcaussE he is man, is, in truth, 
to beg the very matter in debate. 

For the debate is: not Whether Christ be true man; but 
Whether Christ be true man and true God united. 

II. So likewise, for the purpose of confounding their anta- 
gonists, Antitrinitarians not unfrequently adduce texts, which 
declare the Son to be inferior to the Father. 

1. But, here again, what has this to do with the real question : 
when, all the while, Trinitarians themselves expressly maintain 
the inferiority of the Son to the Father under certain specific and 
well defined aspects ? 

2. With accurate thinkers, at least, I see not, how the cause 
of Antitrinitarianism is to be advanced by the controversial pro- 


duction of texts, which say nothing but what Trinitarians them- 
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In this way only, can we expect to obtain a 
distinct controversial proor, that any given inter- 
pretation really and correctly exhibits the genuine 
sense of Scripture: in this way only, with a deter- 
mined antitrinitarian disputant, can the debate be 
beneficially conducted: in this way only, can we 
even hope to work any conviction in minds, which 
as claiming to be exclusively reasonable have long 
been accustomed to a particular line of exposition, 
and which thence not unnaturally view it as alone 
propounding the true mind of God’s written reve- 
lation. 


selves say, and which by Trinitarians themselves are EQUALLY 
cited for the avowed purpose of establishing their own doctrine 
that Under certain aspects the Son is undoubtedly inferior to the 
Father. 

Tif. In a similar manner, for the purpose of confuting the 
doctrine of the Trinity, Antitrinitarians delight in quoting texts 
which assert the Unity of God. 

1. But how is this to avail them: when, all the while, God’s 
Unity is not the matter litigated ? 

2. The true dispute respects, not The Unity of God, but The 
precise mode of that Unity. 

Hence, to adduce texts, which teach only a doctrine main- 
tained alike by Trinitarian and by Antitrinitarian, is nothing 
better than mere solemn trifling : for such a process leaves the 
real question exactly where it found it. 

Every Trinitarian is an Unitarian: though every Unitarian 
is not a Trinitarian, The name Unitarian is common alike to 


both parties. 
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V. Nor is such a mode of conducting the debate 
by any means useless even to the sincere and 
devout Catholic. 

1. A thought must sometimes cross his mind, as 
to the sentiments and the creed of that primitive 
Church which chronologically touched the age of 
the inspired and therefore doctrinally infallible 
Apostles. 

2. He is convinced, indeed, personally, from Scrip- 
ture ALONE: and he would be personally satisfied 
as to the truth of his system, even if he had no 
other book to resort to. But, still, he must inevit- 
ably perceive: that, in the very nature and neces- 
sity of things, if Avs view of Scripture be correct, 
the same must also have been the view taken of it 
by the Church Catholic from the beginning. 

3. Hence his personal conviction will be greatly 
strengthened, and his mind will in no small degree 
be comforted, when, from the extrinsic and inde- 
pendent testimony of History, he shall have learned: 
that the very faith, for which he contends, is the 
identical faith once delivered to the saints by the 
inspired Apostles themselves. 

VI. Thus, I think, will benefit result to the 
pious Catholic of whatever Church provincial or 
national. 

The Catholic, however, of the Anglican Church, 
may justly, in a yet more especial manner, be 

oer 
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led to favour such a mode of conducting the 
inquiry. For the Anglican Church has always 
professed to build her code of doctrine, authori- 
tatwely indeed upon SCRIPTURE ALONE, but herme- 
neutically upon SCRIPTURE AS EXPLAINED BY PRIMITIVE 
ANTIQUITY '. 


* Holy Scripture containeth all things necessary to salvation : 
so that, whatsoever is not read therein, nor may be proved 
thereby, is not to be required of any man, that it should be 
believed as an article of the Faith, or be thought requisite or 
necessary to salvation. Art. vi. 

Ista nos didicimus a Christo, ab Apostolis, et sanctis Patri- 
bus: et eadem bona fide docemus populum Dei. Juell. Apol. 
Eccles. Anglican. apud Enchirid. Theologic. vol. i. p. 228. 

A primitiva Ecclesia, ab Apostolis, a Christo, non discessimus. 
Ibid. p. 295. 

Accessimus, quantum maximé potuimus, ad Ecclesiam Apos- 
tolorum et veterum catholicorum Episcoporum et Patrum :—nee 
tantum doctrinam nostram, sed etiam sacramenta, precumque 
publicarum formam, ad illorum ritus et instituta direximus.— 
Inde enim putavimus instaurationem petendam esse, unde prima 
Religionis initia ducta essent. Hee enim ratio, inquit antiquis- 
simus pater Tertullianus, valet adversus omnes hereses : Id esse 
verum, quodcunque primum ; id esse adulterum, quodcunque pos- 
tertus. renzeus seepe ad antiquissimas Ecclesias provocavit, 
quee Christo fuissent viciniores, quasque credibile vix esset erra- 
visse. - Ibid. p. 323. 

Nos, et ex Sacris Libris, quos scimus non posse fallere, certam 
quandam Religionis formam quesivisse ; et ad veterum Patrum 
atque Apostolorum primitivam Ecclesiam, hoc est, ad primordia 
atque initia, tanquam ad fontes, rediisse. Ibid. p. 340. 


Opto, 
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Herein she has judged well and wisely. 

Scripture and antiquity are the two pillars, 
upon which all rationally established Faith must 
ultimately repose. 

If we reject scripruRE, we reject the very basis 
of theological belief: if we reject ANTIQUITY, we 
reject historical evidence to soundness of interpre- 
tation. 

When the two are combined, we attain to MORAL 
CERTAINTY: and, in matters which by their very 
nature admit not of mathematical proof, MoraL 
CERTAINTY is the highest point to which we can 
possibly attain’. 

VII. Lest, in the present day, this Work should 
be hastily deemed superfluous and supererogatory, 
I may be permitted to state: that its plan and 


Opto, cum Melancthone et Ecclesia Anglicana, per canalem 
Antiquitatis deduci ad nos dogmata fidei e fonte Sacree Scrip- 
turze derivata. Alioquin, quis futurus est novandi finis ? Casaub. 
Epist. 744. 

Quod si me conjectura non fallit, totius Reformationis pars 
integerrima est in Anglia: ubi, cum studio Veritatis, viget 
studium Antiquitatis. Casaub. Epist. 837. 

Rex cum Ecclesia Anglicana pronunciat, eam demum se doc- 
trinam pro vera simul et necessaria ad salutem agnoscere, que, 
e fonte Sacre Scripturee manans, per consensum veteris Eccle- 
size, ceu per canalem, ad haee tempora fuerit derivata. Casaub. 
Epist. 838. 

1 See Bp. Stillingfleet’s Rational Account of the grounds of 


Protest. Relig. part i. chap. 2. § 9. p. 59. 
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object differ essentially from the plans and objects 
of its predecessors. 

1. Those, who wish distinctly to learn the in- 
dividual opinions of the earlier ecclesiastical writers 
respecting the nature and character of our Lord ; 
I refer to the valuable Work of Dr. Burton, enti- 
tled Zestimonies of the Antenicene Fathers to the 
divimty of Christ’. 

Dr. Burton and myself both aim wltimately at 
the same point. But our respective modes of con- 
ducting the inquiry are essentially, and indeed pro- 
fessedly, different. 

(1.) He gives at large the personal sentiments of 
the leading individuals, who flourished anterior to 
the first Council of Nice, in regard to the nature 
and character of Christ. Whence the obvious in- 
ference is: that Zhe Catholic Church could not 
have held ove doctrine, while these leading individuals 
held quite ANOTHER doctrine. 

(2.) £, on the contrary, have no concern with 
those leading individuals, in respect to the bare 
expression of their own personal sentiments. For 
my declared business is to adduce them, only so 
far as they are witnesses to the naked historical 
Fact: that The Catholic Church at large, in the 


Now Regius Professor of Divinity in the University of Ox- 
ford. Feb. 2. 1830. 
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times when they severally flourished, held such or 
such a system of doctrine, on the professed ground of 
authoritative derivation from the Apostles. In other 
words, my object is to ascertain, on the ordinary 
legitimate principles of historical evidence: not 
what the individual Antenicene Fathers themselves 
believed, as to the nature of God and of Christ ; 
but what was maintained and taught by the entire 
primitive Church, up to the very apostolic age, and 
on the very basis of avowed apostolic derivation. 
2, To the well-read theologian, I need scarcely 
to remark: that the drift of Bishop Bull’s great 
Work, The Defence of the Nicene Faith, differs yet 
again from the drift both of Dr. Burton’s Work 
and of my own. 

For the object of that profoundly learned Pre- 
late is to shew: that The specific faith of the Nicene 
Creed, in regard to the four several points, of THE 
PRE-EXISTENCE and THE CONSUBSTANTIALITY and THE 
CO-ETERNITY and THE ECONOMICAL SUBORDINATION of 
the Son with reference to the Father, was invariably, 
from the very first, the faith of all the Antenicene 
Doctors. 

3. I may add: that, of the two shorter Treatises 
of Bishop Bull, his Judgment of the Catholic Church, 
like Dr. Waterland’s Treatise on Zhe Importance 
of the doctrine of the Holy Trinity, respects only 
The necessity of believing that Christ ts very God ; 


lvi INTRODUCTION. 


while his Primitive and Apostolic Tradition is chiefly 
occupied in shewing, that, As Justin Martyr bor- 
rowed not the doctrine of the Trinity from Pla- 
tonism, so neither was he the first who introduced tt 
into the alleged hitherto unipersonalising Church 
Catholic. 

VIII. From the various objects of all these 
Works, my own very simple object altogether 
differs. 

1. That object is, nakedly and abstractedly, 
through the medium of whatever testimony I can 
collect, to establish, precisely as any other circum- 
stance might by competent evidence be estab- 
lished, the bare historical ract: that The Catholic 
Church, which flourished in the age and under the 
immediate teaching of the Apostles themselves, re- 
ceived and maintained, on the avowed and express 
ground of apostolcal authority, the doctrine of the 
Holy Trinty with the dependent doctrine of the 
theanthropic character of our Lord and Saviour 
Jesus Christ. 

2. From the establishment of such a Fact, the 
result is obvious. But still I profess myself to be 
concerned with nothing more, than THE HISTORICAL 
ESTABLISHMENT OF THE FACT ITSELF. 


Lone-Newron Rectory, 
Sept. 4. 1828. 
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POSTSCRIPT. 


While these sheets were passing through the press, I had the 
pleasure of reading Dr. Burton’s last Work, entitled Tesi¢montes 
of the Antenicene Fathers to the doctrine of the Trinity and of 
the divinity of the Holy Ghost. 

This Work as little interferes with my own plan, as his former 
very valuable Work. But, though even on that account alone it 
would have been proper for me to mention it: there is one par- 
ticular, which, in vindication of myself, I may be permitted spe- 
cially to notice. 

Dr. Priestley alleges, that Origen thought it a matter of doubt, 
whether the Holy Spirit was not made by Christ: and, by way 
of proof, he adduces a passage from that writer’s Commentary 
on the Gospel of St. John. 

This passage, as it is cited by Dr. Priestley, I have given in 
Append. ii. numb. iii. § I. 2: and I refuse to allow, that it 
affords any warrant for the allegation which has been built 
upon it. 

In noticing the same passage, Dr. Burton, I readily admit, 
does not concede all that an Antitrinitarian might urge him to 
concede: for he states, that, in concurrence with Bishop Bull, he 
has ventured to question the justice of the attacks which have 
been made upon Origen, on the ground that he has used ex- 
pressions concerning the Son and the Holy Ghost which are 
“neonsistent with the orthodox notion of their divinity. Still, 
however, his language is such, as to import, that the present 
passage might well give occasion to a charge like that preferred 
by Dr. Priestley. 

Such, says the learned Professor, is this extraordinary, and, I 


must add, unfortunate, passage of Origen, which I have quoted at 
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length, and have endeavoured to translate with the utmost fairness. 
If the reader should decide from it, that Origen did not believe 
the eternity of the Holy Ghost ; he nill think, that the enemies of 
Origen were not without grounds when they questioned his ortho- 
doxy. It is not my intention entirely to exculpate him. Tes- 
timon. of Antenic. Fathers, p. 101. 

The entire passage, in the original Greek, runs as follows. 

‘Hpeic pévrovye roeic troordcete wetOdmevor TuyxXavey, TOY 
Tlarépa kat rov Yiov cai ro"Aywy Tvetpa, cat ayévynroy pnoev 
érepov rov Ilarpdc elvat miarevorrec, We EvoeBeorEooy Kat adnyOec, 
moooreneOa TO, TaYTWY Ova TOU Adyou yevouévwr, TO" Ayr Ivetpa 
TavTwY eivat TYLWwTEpOY, Kat Taber TavTwY TwY YrO Tov Tlarpde 
due Xporod yeyevnuérwv. Kat raya airy éorly f airia rod pu) 
kat abrovwy xpnpariley tov Oe0d, dvov Tov povoyevove gvcet 
Yio doyi0ev rvyydvovroc, ov yphew eouxe 70” Aytoy Ivevpa, 
Ovakovovrrog avrov rH broordoet, ov pdvoy ele TO elvat, d\A@ Kal 
copoy eivat Kat NoytKdy Kal Oikaoy Kal wav drimorovy yon abro 
vosly TYYXavELY, KaTa pEToxXIY TOY mooELpnpévwy Hiv Xprorov 
ETLYOLOVs | 

Of this passage I give the following translation, which, in one 
single place, differs from that of Dr. Burton. 

We, however, being persuaded that there are three hypostases 
the Father and the Son and the Holy Ghost, and believing that 
nothing 1s unproduced beside the Father, adopt this, as the more 
pious and the true opinion: that, all things being made by the 
Word, the Holy Ghost is more honourable than all of them, and 
more so in rank than all the things which were made by the Father 
through Christ. And perhaps this is the reason, why he is not 
also called the very Son of God, the Only-Begotten alone being 
the Son by nature from the beginning, who seems to have been 
needful to the Holy Ghost, ministering to his hypostasis, not only 


that he might exist, but also that he might be wise and rational 
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and just and whatever else it be right for us to suppose him to be, 
according to his participation in those qualities which we have 
before mentioned as belonging to Christ. 

The place, where I differ from Dr. Burton, is in my view of the 
expression, dvaxovovytoc avrov TH vroordoet. I have rendered 
it, ministering to his hypostasis: he translates it, to have assisted 
in forming his hypostasis. 

Now Dr. Burton’s translation strikes me, as involving an un- 
necessary concession: and [ submit, whether my own rendering 
be not more literally correct. 

So far as I can judge, Origen is in no wise denying the eternity 
of the Holy Ghost; neither does he speak of his having been 
made by Christ, as Dr. Priestley pretends : he merely, I appre- 
hend, distinguishes between the generation of the Son and what 
is called the procession of the Holy Ghost. God the Father, 
being alone (as the early ecclesiastics speak) God of himself and 
The Fountain of Deity, is the cause of derivative existence to the 
Son: and the Son, conjointly with the Father, is the cause of 
derivative existence to the Spirit. For the three divine hypos- 
tases are mutually consubstantial: and, though the Father, in 
point of order, is ultimately the root or fountain both of the Son 
and of the Holy Ghost; yet, the Father being eternal, every 
emanation from him is eternal likewise, Just as the emanating 
light of the solar orb would be eternal, if the solar orb itself were 
eternal. 

This, I think, when Origen is compared both with himself and 
with the declared doctrine of the early Catholic Church at large, 
is the fair and natural and obvious import of the passage: nor 
do I perceive any reason, ‘why a different sense should be 
ascribed to it. 

In truth, there is so remarkable an affinity of Origen’s lan- 
guage respecting the Holy Ghost to Justin’s language respecting 
the Son, that, so far as I can discern, we might as well suppose 
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that Justin defines the Son to have been created by the Father 
as that Origen defines the Spirit to have been created by the 
Son. 

Origen says: that The Son ministers to the hypostasis of the 
Spirit, both in order to his existence, and in order to his having 
wisdom and reason and righteousness. 

Justin says: that The Lord, as Father and God, is to the Son 
the cause, both of his existence, and also of his being powerful 
and Lord and God. 

In the original Greek, Origen says: Acaxovovyroc abrot rH 
iroardoet, ov povoy eic TO eivat, dda Kal copdy Eivat Kal Noyt- 
Koy Kal dikatov. 

In the original Greek, Justin says: Kuptde éoriv, we Tarno 
kat Ocde, alridc TE a’T@ Tov eivat, Kal dvvar@ Kai Kupiw Kai Oo. 
Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 281. 

I contend for nothing more, than a fair homogeneous catholic 


interpretation of each of the two manifestly parallel passages. 
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line 8, for “ analagously” read “ analogously ” 
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— 8, insert a comma after ‘‘ Son,” and erase the comma after “as” 


— 4, note, for the period after “ vous,” substitute a semicolon 
— 16, for “text” read “‘ test” 
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— 28, for “sceculi,” read ‘‘ seeculi. ” 

— 13, for “sceculorum,” read ‘ seeculorum 2 


BOOK LI. 


EVIDENCE TO THE FACT OF THE POSITIVE ANTIQUITY AND 
THE APOSTOLICAL INCULCATION OF THE DOCTRINE OF 
THE HOLY TRINITY. 


The true doctrine, concerning the person of Christ, must be allowed to 
have been held by the Apostles. They, no doubt, knew, whether their 
Master was only a man like themselves, or their Maker. Their imme- 
diate disciples would receive and maintain the same doctrine that they held: 
and it must have been some time, before any other could have been in- 
troduced and have spread to any extent; and, especially, before it could 
have become the prevailing opinion. Priestley’s Reply to Animad. Introd. 
sect. iv. Works vol. xviii. p. 23. 
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CHAPTER IL. 


A GENERAL STATEMENT OF THE ARGUMENT. 


In the abstract, a doctrine, which at present exists 
in the Church of Christ, may either possess a 
POSITIVE ANTIQUITY, or may be unable to establish 
its claim to any thing more than A MERE RELATIVE 
ANTIQUITY. 

For, in the abstract, until the matter be deter- 
mined by adequate historical testimony, a doctrine, 
which now exists in the Church of Christ, may 
either have existed In the age and THRovGH the 
teaching of the Apostles, or it may have begun to 
exist SUBSEQUENT Zo the age and therefore WITHOUT 
the teaching of the Apostles. 

I. Now, respecting the doctrine of the Trinity 
and those subordinate doctrines which are imme- 
diately dependent upon it ; such as the incarnation 
of the Word, and the proper divinity no less than 
the proper humanity of Christ, and the personality 
and godhead of the Holy Ghost: there is a dis- 
pute, which, with reference to the terms posITIVE 
and RELATIVE as I have here distinctively em- 
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ployed them, immediately regards THE QUESTION 
OF ANTIQUITY. 

Those, who hold the doctrine of the Trinity as 
an undoubted scriptural truth, contend: that its 
antiquity is positive; inasmuch as it existed in 
the Apostolic age and was taught by the inspired 
Apostles themselves. 

But those, who reject the doctrine of the 
Trinity as forming no part of scriptural revelation, 
contend: that its antiquity is merely RELATIVE ; 
inasmuch as it sprang up subsequent to the apos- 
tolic age, was never taught by the Apostles, and 
was in truth the grand and palmary and especial 
corruption of primitive Christianity. 

II. Under this aspect, it is obvious: that THE 
QUESTION OF ANTIQUITY, in regard to the doctrine of 
the Trinity, becomes A QUESTION OF PURE HISTORI- 
CAL TESTIMONY ; a question, therefore, which, like 
any other question of a similar nature, must be 
settled by the adduction of competent evidence. 

The moral demonstration, then, if, on just prin- 
ciples, such a demonstration be practicable, that 
THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY WAS THE DOCTRINE OF 
THE CATHOLIC CHURCH IN THE VERY AGE AND THROUGH 
THE VERY TEACHING OF THE APOSTLES THEMSELVES, 
being, in fact, the moral demonstration of A MERE 
POINT OF HisToRY ; this demonstration may as- 
suredly be conducted by an intelligent Deist who 
simply wishes to determine @ curious HISTORICAL 
question, just as well as by the most devout be- 
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liever in Christianity who is anxious to ascertain 
the genuine DOCTRINE of the Gospel: for the demon- 
stration itself, even when most abundantly effected, 
is still, in absolute strictness of speech, nothing 
more than the moral demonstration of a remarkable 
historical FACT. 

Doubtless, by the very tenor of its purport, che 
establishment of such a Pact involves the existence 
of a particular pocTRINE under particular circum- 
stances. But, still, the ascertained historical truth 
of the vact does not, of necessity, require the 
admission of the theological truth of the DocTRINE. 
For, abstractedly, the truth of the ract may have 
been historically demonstrated ; and yet the poc- 
TRINE itself may be theologically untrue: because 
the demonstration of the truth of the racr depends 
only upon the general principles of testimony ; 
whereas the establishment of the truth of the doc- 


TRINE rests upon the divine origination of Christ- 
ianity '. 


1 My meaning may be aptly illustrated by the case of the 
ancient doctrine of the Metempsychosis. 

We admit the truth of the racr, that this tenet mas maintained 
and taught by the Druids : but we do not, therefore, admit also 
the truth of the DocTRINE. 

Now why do we admit the one and reject the other ? 

Clearly, because the demonstration of the racr depends upon 
the general principles of testimony: while the truth of the voc- 
TRINE can only rest upon the divine origination of Druidism. 
The racr being once established on sufficient evidence, if we 
believed Druidism to be a divine revelation, we should of course 
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Such being the case, a Deist, who altogether 
denies the divine authority of revelation, may 
admit the Fact, while he rejects the pocrriNeE. 
But a Christian, who allows the divine authority 
of revelation, cannot consistently reject the poc- 
TRINE, if he admit the ract. 

This diversity of opinion, however, in regard to 
the theological truth of the poctrine, will by no 
means impede the most perfect mutual agreement 
in regard to the historical truth of the vacr: the 
bare Fact, I mean, that The pocrrinn itself ex- 
ested, during a particular period, and in a particular 
community, and under a particular sanction. For, 
if the evidence be sufficient, the Deist and the 
Christian will alike admit the ract ; however dif- 
ferent, in consequence of their essentially different 
yiews of revelation, will be their respective esti- 
mates of the DocTRINE. 

IIT. Now the discussion, into which I purpose 
to enter, 1s purely the historical discussion of evi- 
dence to a Fact: a Fact, simply as a Fact, asserted 
by those who admit, denied by those who reject, 


admit the truth of the pocrring. But we reject the pocrRINE, 
though we admit the ract, because we do not allow Druidism 
to be a divine revelation. ‘Thus we reject the pocrrinn and 
admit the racr, because the truth of the pocrrine and the truth 
of the vacr severally rest upon two entirely different founda- 
tions. The truth of the ract has been historically proved on 
adequate testimony: but the truth of the pocrrine can only be 
proved by an anterior demonstration of the divine origin and 
authority of Druidism. 
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the doctrine of the Trinity; these two classes of 
religionists, meanwhile, adike professing to receive 
Christianity itself as a divine revelation. 

The consequence of the establishment of this 
FACT, if it be historically capable of establishment, 
is indeed, so far as professed believers in Christ- 
ianity are concerned, sufficiently manifest : The 
believer, who admits the Fact, will be compelled also 
to admit the pocrrine. But, still, my special and 
peculiar concern, just as it might have been the 
special and peculiar concern of an infidel historian 
who merely wished to give an honest and impartial 
account of the primitive Church, is with the naked 
Fact itself. 

In the following discussion, therefore, my object 
(let it be distinctly understood and remembered) 
is not directly to inquire into the theological truth of 
the poctRiNE of the Trinity: but my object is to 
examine, simply on the principles of historical evi- 
dence, whether, in point of ¥act, that DOCTRINE was, 
or was not, the doctrine of the Catholic Church, in 
the age and under the. immediate sanction of the 
Apostles. 

IV. In prosecuting this examination, I have 
no particular concern with the individually ex- 
pressed opinions of mere insulated individuals, who 
flourished during the early ages of Christianity. 

My sole purpose is, to collect and to produce 
evidence, in regard to the universally received 
doctrine of the strictly primitive Church of our 
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Lord Jesus Christ. In other words, my sole pur- 
pose is, to establish, if it can be established, THE | 
FACT OF THE POSITIVE ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE 
OF THE TRINITY, as contradistinguished from THE 
FACT OF ITS MERELY RELATIVE ANTIQUITY. 

With this object, I shall take my station upon 
the first Nicene Council in the year 325: and, 
thence, in several different lines of evidence, I 
shall try; whether it be practicable to work my 
way up to the apostolic age itself. 

Should I be able to effect such a design; and 
should I also be able to remove certain historical 
objections, which have been started by the writers 
of the Humanitarian School : the then evidentially 
demonstrated faith of the Catholic Church, in the 
very age and under the very sanction of the Apos- 
tles, will be our best guide in the just interpretation 
of Scripture. 

For it is, I think, quite clear: that The earliest 
Faith whatever it may be, and Holy Scripture when 
justly interpreted, cannot but perfectly and mutually 
correspond, 
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RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY AFFORDED, BY THE FIRST 
NICENE COUNCIL, TO THE FACT OF THE - POSITIVE 
ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. 


Tue testimony to THE HISTORICAL FACT OF THE 
POSITIVE ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRI- 
nity, afforded by the distinct and specific declar- 
ation of the Fathers of the first Nicene Council 
assembled in the year 325, is full and express: 
and, when I consider how that Council was 
assembled and constituted, I cannot but esteem 
such testimony to be of no small value and im- 
portance. 

I. More than three hundred Bishops, personally 
or by their proxies, met together, from all parts 
of the Christian World, at Nice in Bithynia’. 


1 By reason of his advanced age and manifold infirmities, the 
Bishop of Rome was not present at the Council. Hence his 
two Presbyters, Vitus and Vincent, appeared as his proxies: 
and, on his behalf, subscribed the acts and decisions of that 
Assembly. Labb. Concil. vol. ii. p. 50. Theodor. Hist. 
Eccles. lib. i. c. 7. Sozomen. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. ¢. 17. Paris. 
1673, 1686. 
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For, in this great and really Ecumenical Council, 
through the agency of their several Prelates, were 
represented, according to the order of subscrip- 
tion, the various Churches of Spain, Italy, ligypt, 
the Thebais, Libya, Palestine, Phoenicia, Ccelo- 
Syria, Lydia, Phrygia, Pisidia, Lycia, Pamphylia, 
the Greek Islands, Caria, Isauria, Cyprus, Bithynia, 
Europa, Dacia, Mysia, Macedonia, Achaia, Thes- 
saly, Calabria, Africa, Dardania, Dalmatia, Pan- 
nonia, the Gauls, Gothia, Bosporus '. 


* Labb. Concil. vol. ii. p. 50—54. The exact number of 
Bishops, who were present at the first Nicene Council, cannot per- 
haps be ascertained : but they are generally described as exceed- 
ing three hundred. I subjoin the several accounts of this matter. 

1. Eusebius states, that more than 250 Prelates attended ; 
who were accompanied by an infinite multitude of Presbyters 
and Deacons and Acolyths. Euseb. de vit. Constant. lib. iii. 
ce. 8. Paris. 1678. 

2. Athanasius, in one place, says, that there were present 
more or less than 300 Bishops: but, in another place, he defi- 
nitely specifies their number to have been 317. Athan. Synod. 
Nicen. cont. har. Arian. decret. Oper. vol. i. p. 402. Athan. 
ad African. Epist. Oper. vol. i. p. 718. Commel. 1600. 

3. Socrates, first, indefinitely says, that more than 300 
Bishops were present: and, afterward, definitely states, that 
318 attended. Socrat. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 8. Paris. 1686. 

4, Ruffinus tells us, that the number of Bishops at the Council 
was 318. Ruffin. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 1. Basil. 1611. 

5. Theodoret also tells us, that 318 Bishops were present. 
Theodor. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. ¢. 7. 

6. And Sozomen states, that about 320 Bishops attended, 
with no small number of Presbyters and Deacons. Sozom. 
Hist. Eecles. lib. i. ¢. 17. | 
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These Bishops, thus variously collected out of 

provinces and regions widely separated from each 
other, concurred: not only in nakedly maintain- 
ing, as scriptural truth, the DocTRINE of the Tri- 
nity ; but also in explicitly asserting the historical 
Fact, that Their doctrine had invariably been the 
doctrine of the Catholic Church, from the very age, 
and by the very teaching, of the Apostles them- 
selves. 
- Now, when we recollect, that this great Council 
sat, but little more than three centuries after the 
christian era, and but little more than two cen- 
turies after the death of St. John: it will appear 
incredible, whatever precise DocTRINE its members 
might wish to establish, that more than three hun- 
dred eminent persons, assembled together, as the 
representatives of the Catholic Church, out of 
Europe and Asia and Africa, should have dared, 
in the face of the whole world, to assert, as a FACT, 
what, at that early period, if untrue, must have 
been universally Anown to be untrue. 

Yet, such a ract, these numerous individuals, 
thus variously and widely collected, from Spain 
to Pamphylia, and from Gaul to Libya, did assert. 
And it does not appear: that the Arians, on 
account of whom the Council was specially assem- 
bled, however they might labour to explain away 
the ancient Creeds in point of DOCTRINE, and 
however they might object to the stubborn word 
Consubstantial which to preclude the possibility of 
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evasion was introduced into the Nicene Creed, 
ventured to contradict the racr so openly and so 
unequivocally alleged by the Catholics‘. 

II. With respect to the simple circumstance of 
the direct allegation of this ract on the part of 


* Out of the multitude of Bishops who attended the Council, 
some few favoured the novel speculation of Arius, and thence 
were unwilling to subscribe the Creed after the word consus- 
STANTIAL had been introduced. 

Respecting this matter, there is some variety of statement, 
which I here subjoin. 

1. Socrates says, that, out of the 318 Bishops who were pre- 
sent, all, save 5, subscribed: namely Eusebius of Nicomedia, 
Theognis of Nicéa, Maris of Chalcedon, Theonas of Marmarica, 
and Secundus of Ptolemais, who objected to the word consuB- 
STANTIAL. Socrat. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 8. 

2. Athanasius tells us, that Eusebius of Nicomedia and his 
companions did at length subscribe, though they afterward 
retracted. Athan. Synod. Nicen. cont. her. Arian. decret. 
Oper. vol. i. p. 402. 

3. According to Ruffinus, 17 Bishops arianised: of whom, 
6 held to their opinions; while 11 subscribed, though dis- 
honestly. He adds, that Eusebius of Nicomedia was the chief 
author and instigator of their dissimulation. Ruffin. Hist. 
Eccles. lib. i. c. 5. 

_ 4, Theodoret says, that: they all finally subscribed except 
two: namely, Secundus and Theonas. Theod. Hist. Eccles. 
libs, cx 7s 

5. But, according to Sozomen, Secundus at length assented : 
for he says, that Eusebius of Nicomedia, Theognis, Maris, 
Patrophilus, and Secundus, all finally subscribed to the form 
which contained the word consusstantrAt. Sozom. Hist. 
Kiceles. lib. i. c. 20, 21. 
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the Nicene Fathers; the racr, to wit, that Z'heir 
doctrinal system had invariably been the doctrinal 
system of the whole Catholic Church, from the very 
age, and by the very teaching of the Apostles them- 
selves: for this simple circumstance, we have the 
most full and the most ample testimony. 

On the one hand, we have the distinct evidence 
of Eusebius, as preserved by the three ecclesias- 
tical historians Socrates and Theodoret and Gela- 
sius: and, on the other hand, we have the positive 
declaration of the collective Nicene Fathers them- 
selves, formally delivered during the actual session 
of the Council. 

1. In his historical Epistle to his own Church 
of Cesaréa, Eusebius unequivocally states: that 
THE BROAD ALLEGATION OF THE PRESENT FACT Con- 
stituted the very PRINCIPLE, on which the Nicene 
Fathers avowedly proceeded in their definition of 
sound Christian Doctrine. 

As we have received from the Bishops our prede- 
cessors, both in our first catechumenical instruction, 
and afterward at the time of our baptism ; and as 
we have learned from the Holy Scriptures ; and as, 
both in our Presbyterate and in our Episcopate 
itself, we have both believed and taught: thus also 
now believing, we expound to you our Faith. 

But that Faith runs, in manner following. 

We believe in one God the Father Almighty, 
the maker of all things both visible and invisible. 

And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Word of 
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God; God from God, Light from Light, Life 
from Life; the only-begotten Son, born before 
the whole creation, begotten from the Father 
before all worlds; through whom, likewise, all 
things were made: who, for our salvation, be- 
came incarnate, and was conversant among men, 
and suffered ; and rose again the third day, and 
ascended to the Father, and will come again in 
glory to judge the quick and the dead. 

We believe also in one Holy Ghost, truly the 
Holy Ghost: as also our Lord, when sending out 
his disciples to preach, said; Go and teach all 
nations, baptising them in the name of the Father 
and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost. 

Concerning which things, we Jirmly pronounce, 
anathematising every godless heresy: both that they 
thus are ; and that we thus think ; and, again, that 
we have always thus thought ; and, yet additionally, 
that we will insist upon this Faith even until death, 

Furthermore, in the presence of God Almighty 
and of our Lord Jesus Christ, we testify : that, ever 
since we knew ourselves, we have always, from our 
heart and from our soul, thus thought respecting 
these matters ; and that we now think the same : 
and that we speak truly. 

Hor, by sure demonstrations, we are able to shew 
and to persuade you: that, in times past also, we 
‘hus believed and preached. 

Lhis Faith, accordingly, having been by us ex- 
pounded, there was no room for contradiction. 
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But our most religious Prince, himself the first, 
testified: that he rightly embraced it. And he both 
confessed, that he himself thus believed: and he like- 
wise charged, that all should. assent, and should 
subscribe the decrees, and should agree with them. 

That single word CONSUBSTANTIAL was alone 
written additionally : and this word he himself ea- 
plained as follows. 

The Son is not asserted to be consubstantial 
with the Father, according to the passions of ma- 
terial bodies. Nor is he alleged to subsist, through 
any division or abscission from the Father. For 
that, which is immaterial and intellectual and in- 
corporeal, cannot undergo bodily passion. but, 
such points as these, we ought to receive in words 
divine and unutterable. 

Thus did our most wise and pious Prince philoso- 
phise. But, on account of the introduction of the 
word CONSUBSTANTIAL, they composed this following 
written document. 

We believe in one God the Father Almighty, 
maker of all things visible and invisible. 

And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God; 
begotten only-begotten from the Father, that is, 
from the substance of the Father ; God from God, 
Light from Light, true God from true God; be- 
gotten, not created ; consubstantial with the Fa- 
ther ; through whom all things were made, both 
things in heaven, and things in earth: who, on 
account of us men and of our salvation, descended, 
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and became incarnate, and was made man; suf- 
fered, was buried, and rose again on the third day ; 
ascended into the heavens ; is coming to judge the 
quick and the dead. 

We believe also in the Holy Ghost. 


But those, who say, that there was a time when 
the Son existed not, and that he existed not before he 
was begotten, and that he was made out of things 
which are not; or who say, that he was from any 
other person or substance ; or who teach, that the 
Son of God was created, or was vertible, or was 
mutable: these persons the Apostolic and Catholic 
Church anathematises '. 
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Such is the account which Eusebius gives of the 
PRINCIPLE, avowedly and systematically acted upon 
by the Fathers of the first Nicene Council. 
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THEY PROFESSED TO DELIVER NOTHING NEW. 
Hence they alleged, as a notorious racr: that 
They propounded no doctrine, save what they them- 
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Pamphil. Epist. ad Eccles. Cesar. Paleest. apud Socrat. Hist. 
Eccles. lib. i. c. 8. Theodorit. Hist. Eccles. lib. 1. ¢. 12. 
Gelas. Cyzic. Hist. Concil. Niczen. prim. lib. ii. c. 34, 35. in 
Labb. Concil. vol. i1. p. 253—256. 

There has been a dispute, respecting the proper translation © 
of the word wtzocrdcewc, as it occurs in the anathema at the 
close of the Nicene Creed: a dispute, namely, whether it ought 
to be rendered substance or person. 

I. In favour of the version substance, it may be alleged : 
that, previous to the first Nicene Council, the word tzdaractc was 
indifferently used in the sense either of person or of substance. 

Hence, by those who prefer the version substance, it may be 
urged: that the members of the Council do, in reality, explain 
the word izdoraotc, as it is here used by them, by the word 
ovoia or substance ; for they say, é§ eréoac troordcews H ovciac, 
from any other hypostasis or usia. 

The meaning, therefore, of the clause, according to this ex- 
position, will be: that, to cut off all occasion of verbal dispute, 
the Council, in their anathema, censure those, who assert, that 
The Son is from some other susstance than the Father ; whe- 
ther, to express the idea of substance, they use the word tré- 
oraove or the word ovcsia. 

II. But, in favour of the version person, it may be alleged: 
not only that the members of the Council, speaking through the 
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selves had learned in the course of their catechume- 
nical institution, save what had been handed down 


mouth of Hosius and Leontius, use, in the very Acts of the 
Synod, the word iméaracic in the sense of person, as appears 
from the expression Tptac UTocrdoewy; but likewise that, in the 
anathema, the two words troordcewe and oveiac are designedly 
introduced in the two distinct senses of person and substance, 
that so the speculations of both the Arians and the Semiarians 
might be alike specifically condemned. 

1. Of these two sects, the several speculations ran, as follows. 

(1.) The Arians roundly asserted: that The Son, whatever 
might be his preéminent relative dignity, was still, like all other 
creatures made out of nothing; or, as the anathema accurately 
expresses the opinion, é ovc ovrwy éyévero. 

(2.) The Semiarians more moderately declared: that The 
Son was not created out of nothing ; but that, By an ineffable 
generation, he was born from the uxdaracic or PERSON of the 
Father. Yet, while they allowed, that He was born from the 
iméoractc oF PERSON of the Father: they denied, through some 
paradoxical refinement, that He was born from the Father's 
ovola OF SUBSTANCE. : 

2. Now it may be fairly alleged : that, in the two distinct senses 
of person and substance, the two words troardcewe and ovalac 
have been designedly employed, for the express purpose of 
alike condemning both these two modifications of Arianism. 
Whence, according to thzs exposition, the clause itself will run 
thus: Or who should say, that he was born from other person 
Or SUBSTANCE (é érépac troardaewe 7) ovaiac), than the PERSON 
or SUBSTANCE of the Father. 

(1.) The Semiarians allowed; that He was not born from any 
other person, than the person of the Father: but they denied ; 
that He was born from the Paternal suBsTANcE. 

Hence, though they would escape the force of the word 
vroordaewc, they would experience that of the word ovoiac. 

c2 
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to them from their predecessors, save what they had 
always taught to their several flocks during the times 
of both their Presbyterate and their Episcopate. 


(2.) The Arians, on the contrary, denied altogether: that 
IIe was born, either from the verson, or from the suBSTANCE, 
of the Father. 

Hence, in each of the two words troardcewe and ovciac, their 
condemnation was alike involved. 

III. After attentively considering the question under all its 
bearings, I incline, on the whole, to prefer the version person : 
and, accordingly, 1 have so rendered the word troordcewe In 
my translation. 

IV. It may be useful to remark : that, even after the Council 
of Nice, the word érdoracte was always duly reclaimed by the 
Catholics in its sense of substance, whenever the Arians, shel- 
tering themselves under that sense, attempted thus to evade the 
decision of the great Synod. 

1. The members of the Nicene Council had defined the Deity 
to be, rpidda troardcewy, a triad of hypostases: by which 
phrase they meant, a triad of personal subsistences, or a triad 
of distinct though unseparated persons. 

2. Upon this, the Arians, availing themselves of a sense 
which ixdéaracre had once theologically borne 7x common with 
ovata, stated, without hesitation : that they freely acknowledged 
the Father and the Son and the Spirit to be three distinct 
hypostases. But then, by this apparent concession, they really 
‘meant: not that the Father and the Son and the Spirit are 
three persons (which, in their use of the word troora cewy, was 
the doctrine intended to be conveyed by the Catholics); but 
that they are three distinct, and mutually different, substances. 
Consequently, by such verbal management, they made the 
language of the Catholics deny that precise doctrine of consuB- 
STANTIALITY, which, all the while, in the zntention of the Catho- 
lies, it was strenuously affirming. ? 
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Into the more ancient Creed, the single word 
CONSUBSTANTIAL, indeed, they acknowledged them- 
selves to have introduced: and this addition they 
avowedly and openly made, for the purpose of 
effectually meeting the endless subterfuges of the 
Arians. 

But, though the precise word cONSUBSTANTIAL 
might not hitherto have appeared in any Symbol 
formally adopted by the whole Catholic Church : 
the doctrine, set forth in that word, was distinctly 


3. This not very honest evasion, of the well known inten- 
tonal meaning of an originally ambiguous term, led the Council 
of Sardica to the best settler of all disputes, accurate definition. 

With express reference to the verbal shuffling of the Arian 
Party, the members of that Council were led distinctly to state : 
that, if wrdcraoic be used in the sense of person, there are, in 
that case, three hypostases in the one undivided Godhead ; but 
that, if it be used in the sense of substance, there is, then, in the 
Godhead, no more than one hypostasis. 

To rwv alperuwy cbornpa gidoverket, Ouuddpove eivat Tac 
vroordoetc TOU Ilarpdc kai rov Ytov cat tov ‘Ayiou IIvetparoc, 
kal eivae Kexwpiopévac. ‘Hyeic de ravrny wapedjpapey cal e~ 
dvodypeOa, Kal ravrny exopev ry KaboduK}y Kal drooTodKhy 
mapaoosty Kal miorw Kal dpuoroyliay, piay iva trdoracty, iv 
avrot ot aipertkol ovciay mpocayopevovar, Tov ILarpdc Kat rov Yiow 
kat rov ‘Aylov IIvevparoc. Enpist. Synod. Patr. Sardic. apud 
Theodorit. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. ¢. 8. 

Here, we may observe, the Catholic theologians of Sardica, 
when the evasions of the Arians had rendered it necessary, 
asserted the consuBSTANTIALITY of the Father and the Son and 
the Spirit through the medium of a definition of the word w7z0- 
oractc, just as strongly as their predecessors of Nice had asserted 
it through the medium of the perfectly univocal word ovaia. 
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propounded in the older universally recognised 
Symbols. Accordingly, they themselves adduced 
one of those ancient Symbols, as containing the 
theological system handed down to them from 
their predecessors. 

If, as that primitive Creed taught, Christ be 
God from God, as light is from light: then, 
assuredly, he must be consubstantial with the 
Father. For, unless, by virtue of the illustrative 
comparison, this be admitted : we must, in dealing 
with that comparison, prepare ourselves to assert ; 
that light emanating from light is not of the same 
substance with the light from which it emanates. 

Moreover, though the Nicene Fathers con- 
fessedly introduced into their Symbol the word 
CONSUBSTANTIAL ; they were, in no wise, the ori- 
ginal inventors of such phraseology. 

The very terms SUBSTANCE and CONSUBSTANTIAL, 
no less than the doctrine conveyed by those terms, 
had long been familiar both to the Greeks and to 
the Latins. And I may add: that even their in- 
troduction into the Nicene Creed could, with no 
justice, be censured as an unwarrantable innova- 
tion; since, for the express purpose of describing 
the nature of the Son relatively to the nature of the 
Father, the latter of the two terms had been repeat- 
edly employed in the more ancient Ecthesis of the 
Council of Antioch which sat in the year 269’. 


* For an account of this Ecthesis, see below, book ii, chap. 
10. § IJ. 1, and append. ii. numb. 1. 
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2. As the whole body of the Nicene Fathers, in 
the very act of propounding their own Symbol 
amplified only by the addition of the single word 
_ CONSUBSTANTIAL, unanimously, according to the ex- 
press statement of Eusebius, declared themselves 
to have received the doctrine of the Trinity as set 
forth in the more ancient Symbol which they 
produced, both in their first catechumenical in- 
struction, and afterward at the time of their 
baptism, and again during the entire term both of 
their Presbyterate and their Episcopate ; appealing 
confidently to the whole world, whether they had 
not always invariably taught and preached and 
‘delivered that identical doctrine: so, at the close 
of a long disputation with those, who, during the 
session of the Council, appeared on the part of the 
Arians, they positively asserted, as a notorious and 
incontrovertible ract; that Zhe doctrine, which 
they maintained and taught, was uninterruptedly 
derived from the Lord himself through the commu- 
nicative medium of the Apostles. 

Their assertion, as expressed in their own pre- 
cise words, runs in manner following. 

This is the apostolic and blameless faith of the 
Church: which faith, ultemately derived from the 
Lord himself through the Apostles, and handed down 
from our forefathers to their successors, the Church 
religiously preserves, and maintains the same both 
now and for ever: inasmuch as the Lord said to the 
disciples ; Go and teach all nations, baptizing them 
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in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the 
fToly Ghost’. 

III. Thus, in two several passages, we have the 
attestation of full three hundred responsible indi- 
viduals, collected out of all parts of the World little 
more than three centuries after the christian era 
and little more than two centuries after the death 
of St. John, to A NAKED HISTORICAL FacT: the FACT, 
namely; that The doctrines, maintained in the jirst 
Council of Nice, were the doctrines, which they them- 
selves had always taught, which in the course of their 
catechumenical institution they had learned from 
their predecessors, which they had openly professed 
at the time of their baptism, which in the several lines 
of their respective Churches had invariably been 
handed down from one spiritual generation to another, 
which had been received on the authority of the 
Apostles, and which the Apostles had ultimately de- 
rived from the Lord himself. 

1. Now, whatever we may think of the poc- 
TRINES maintained and propounded by the Nicene 
Fathers ; whether we receive them as true, or 
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reject them as false: such, at all events, is the 
HISTORICAL FACT, which those Fathers publicly and 
uncontradictedly assert. 

To suppose, that more than three hundred geo- 
graphically disconnected individuals, just emerging 
from a severe persecution, in the course of which 
some of them, such as Paul and Paphnutius and 
many other Prelates, had been suffering con- 
fessors ', would dishonestly and unblushingly con- 
cur to avow a matter, which, at that early period, 
#f untrue, must have been generally known to be 
untrue: is a supposition, which it is certainly 
somewhat difficult rationally to entertain. 

We may, indeed easily conceive: that, under 
the influence of some forcible motive, these nume- 
rous indiyiduals might have been led to unite in 
the establishment of a NEw code of pDocTRINE. 
But, on the hypothesis that their then established 
DOCTRINAL SYSTEM Was @ NOVELTY, we cannot easily 
comprehend: how, in ¢hat case, they could have 
dared to assert a ract, which thousands and mil- 
lions would have instantaneously contradicted. 
For, if their propounded pocTRINAL sysTEM were 
a mere NOVELTY; since we know them to have 
asserted the ract that They received it from their 
predecessors, they clearly must have made the as- 
tounding assertion : that this notoriously new doc- 
trine, now recently for the jirst time propounded 


1 See Theodorit. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. ¢. 7. 
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by themselves, was, nevertheless, the identical 
old doctrine, which had always, in every Church, 
been taught by the Catechists, and preached by 
the Clergy, and believed by the Laity ; that this 
same new doctrine had been handed down, wnin- 
terruptedly, from generation to generation, until 
it was received by the existing race of believers ; 
and that, by every Catholic, in every quarter of 
the Christian World, this self-same new doctrine, 
though universally well known to have been /irst 
introduced by the Nicene Fathers, was yet also 
known and admitted to have been originally 
delivered, to all the still perfectly concurring 
Churches both of Europe and of Asia and of 
Africa, by the holy Apostles themselves, on the 
express authority of their divine Master. 

How more than three hundred men could have 
ventured to hazard such an assertion, and how 
such an assertion could have completely escaped 
contradiction, may well be deemed somewhat ex- 
traordmary. Nevertheless, on the supposition that 
they were advancing a perfectly new and therefore 
hitherto unheard of doctrinal system, this precise 
assertion they plainly must have hazarded: and, 
what is even yet more strange, this precise as- 
sertion, when hazarded, must have been implicitly 
received without a shadow of contradiction. 

2. Still, however, to preclude the possibility of 
error, we will not, at present, thoroughly admit 
the asserted uisroricat Fact of the Nicene Fathers 
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that The doctrine, which they propounded, had been 
the doctrine of the Catholic Church from the very 
beginning. Before we receive it as an undoubted 
verity, we will, through the medium of other evi- 
dence, inquire whether it rests upon any solid 
foundation. 

If, then, we find their asserted racr regularly 
contradicted by more ancient testimonies up to the 
time of the Apostles: in that case, we are bound 
to reject it, as one of those portentous falsehoods 
which have occasionally been uttered. 

But, if we find it confirmed by almost every 
variety of evidence which we can well imagine ; 
and if, moreover, we find, that every objection to 
such evidence is altogether futile and untenable : 
in that case, we must clearly receive it, as the plain 
and honest and unadulterated truth. 

Respecting the poctrinE involved in the asserted 
FACT, we may entertain what opinions we please, 
according as we admit or reject the divine autho- 
rity of Christ and his Apostles. But, if the asserted 
Fact be supported and confirmed by sufficient 
historical testimony, the bare racr ztse/f we must 
undoubtedly receive: for, otherwise, by a refusal 
to receive a fact on sufficient historical testi- 
mony, we shall paradoxically introduce an univer- 
sal scepticism. 

IV. By writers, more or less hostile to the doc- 
trine of the Trinity, much has been said respect- 


ing the dissentions, which are alleged to have taken 
10 
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place among the Fathers of the first Nicene Coun- 
cil before they came to their final determination. 
Yet, with the exception of the personal heart- 
burnings which (according to Socrates and Sozo- 
men and Ruffinus) occurred at the commencement 
of the Council, these alleged dissentions appear, 
so far as doctrine was concerned, to have been, in 
truth, rather discussions for the sake of attaining 
accuracy, than any flagrant and invincible differ- 
ences of opinion. 

1. Thus, accordingly, we find them described 
by the Emperor Constantine, in his circular Epistle 
to the Churches. 

All things, said he, obtained a suitable exami- 
nation *. 

2. He makes the same assertion in his particu- 
lar Epistle to the Church of Alexandria. 

All things, which might seem to give any handle 
for dispute or dissention, were argued and accu- 
rately examined *. 

3. On this assertion of the Emperor, the remark 
of the historian Socrates runs as follows. 

Constantine, indeed, wrote these things to the 
people of Alexandria, signifying : that the definition 
of the faith was made, not lightly nor at pure hazard ; 


1 "Aravra rie Tooonkovone Tervynkey éLerdoewc. Euseb. de 
vit. Constant. lib. i. c. 17. 

* "HréyxOn dravra, cai dkpiswc ehracra, doa 3} dpdifso- 
Nlag 7) duxovoiac mpopac €ddxer yevvayv. Socrat. Hist. Eccles. 
lib. 1."¢, 9: 


bo 
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but that they laid it down with much inqury and 
examination: and not that some things were men- 
tioned, while other things were suppressed ; but that 
all things were agitated, whatsoever were meet to be 
spoken for the establishment of the dogma: and that 
the definition was not made lightly ; but that it was 
preceded by an accurate discussion '. 

V. I have thought it right to notice these mat- 
ters, though they are of no immediate consequence 
to my argument itself. 

That argument, be it remembered, respects 
HISTORICAL Facts exclusively ; not THE ABSTRACT 
TRUTH OR FALSEHOOD OF ANY PARTICULAR THEOLOGI- 
CAL SYSTEM. 

Now the Fathers of the first Nicene Council, 
after a long and careful inquiry and discussion, 
assert, merely as A THEN WELL KNOWN HISTORICAL 
Fact: that Their own definition of the Christian 
Faith was that precise scheme of Theology, which 
they had themselves received in the course of their 
catechetical instruction previous to their baptism, 
which they had always imparted to their own Cate- 
chumens, which was the unvarying faith of the 


~ / ~ 

*‘O pev oy Baoireve roatra Eypade TPH Adebavopéwy Ohpy, 
pnvowy, Ore ovy aTrWC, OVCE WE ETvXE, yéyovEy 6 bpog Tie Tic- 
Tewc’ GXN Ore pera Todo culyTHcEWs, Kal cokipaciac aurov 
< , A \ 9 el \ \ x \ 7 \ Aes ae 
irnydpevoar’ Kal ovy, Ore Tivd pey EhEXON, Teva O€ drecrynOn’ 
adn drt, doa TpdG oboTacW Tov Odyparoc AEXOijvac ippoce, 
mavra exHOn’? Kat Ore ovy awAWe wpicOy’ GAN dkouBwc éée- 


raaOn mpdrepov. Socrat. Hist. Eccles. lib. 1. c. 9. 
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Catholic Church in all their several dioceses, and 
which was ultimately derived from the Lord himself 
through the Apostles and their successors’. 


1 I may here observe: that the testimony of Acesius, the 
Bishop of the Novatian Dissenters, perfectly accorded with that 
of the Catholic Bishops assembled in the Nicene Council. 

Constantine invited this Prelate to take his seat in the Synod 
along with his brethren. Acesius, on that rigidly severe prin- 
ciple of his separation which procured him the half joking im- 
perial advice to set up a ladder and mount to heaven by himself, 
declined the invitation. But, after the dissolution of the Council 
and the confirmatory subscription of its Rule of Faith, he bore 
full testimony to the soundness of the historical basis, on which 
its members had avowedly constructed their Symbol. 

When the Emperor asked him, whether he assented to the 
definition of Faith set forth by the Nicene Fathers, he promptly 
answered: The Synod has defined nothing nen: for thus, from 
earlier days and from the very beginning, I have received, even 
from the apostolic times themselves, this Definition of the Faith. 

'O d&, ov0ev Katyor, én, & Bacied, } sVYOC0C WoLoEY* OUTW 
yap, avwbev kal é5 dpyiic, ek Twv @roorohkiKwOY yxpdvwY, mapel- 
Anga kal rov bpoy rij¢ wiorewc. Socrat. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. 
c. 10. 

Acesius, we see, though, on a point of overstrained discipline, 
his Communion, since the time of the persecution under Decius, 
had remained separated from the General Church, bears exactly 
the same testimony, as the assembled Fathers of the Council 
themselves, to THE HISTORICAL Fact of The primitive apostolical 
traduction and derwation of the Nicene Definition of the Faith. 
That definition, he distinctly avows, propounded the identical 
doctrine respecting the nature and subsistence of the Deity, 
which, under the specific aspect of An authoritative communica- 
tion from the Apostles to the very earliest Church Catholic, he 
had himself received from his theological predecessors. 
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It is with the historical truth of this alleged act, 
not with the abstract truth of the DocTRINE involved 
in it, that I am at present alone specially con- 
cerned. 


Thus, while dissenters in discipline, Acesius and his Com- 
munion fully symbolised with the Universal Church, both in 
regard to the Faith itself, and in regard to the historical Prin- 
ciple on which that Faith was adopted. 


CHAPTER III. 


RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY AFFORDED BY THE EVI- 
DENCE OF ENEMIES TO THE FACT OF THE POSITIVE 
ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF CHRIST'S ESSENTIAL 
DIVINITY. 


Tue allegation of an enemy is important or unim- 
portant in regard to historical testimony, pre- 
cisely as that allegation is admitted or denied 
by the community against which it is brought 
forward. 

Tacitus charged the Jews with adoring the 
image of an ass: but such a notorious and repro- 
bated falsehood, as Tertullian well remarks, served 
only to demonstrate, that, in this particular at least, 
the historian evinced himself the very prince of 
liars". In a similar manner, the Pagans perpe- 
tually asserted, that the early Christians, in those 
secret meetings to which they were driven through 
the violence of persecution, were accustomed to 
eat and drink the flesh and blood of a slaughtered 


* Cornelius Tacitus, sane ille mendaciorum loquacissimus. 
Tertull. Apol. adv. Gent. Oper. p. 841, Rhenan. 
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infant, and that a constituent part of their nefa- 
rious nocturnal orgies was an unbounded licence 
of promiscuous fornication : but, when from the 
very first we find such accusations indignantly 
repelled, we rationally ascribe them to mere 
bigotted virulence ; and thus, in point of evidence, 
we deem them unworthy of the least credit. 

Now it is a remarkable circumstance, that, 
anterior to the session of the great Council of Nice, 
a standing topic of objection to the theology of the 
Gospel was: that CHRISTIANS VENERATED, AS GOD, 
ONE WHO HAD BEEN CONDEMNED AND EXECUTED AS A 
MALEFACTOR. 

Nor is the objection brought forward in any 
modified and subordinate sense of the word God. 
Its very strength protessedly lies, in the gross 
alleged absurdity: that The Almighty Creator of 
heaven and earth, the Supreme Deity eternal and 
immortal and immutable, should have been born into 
this world in the form of a man; should have tamely 
suffered himself to be treated with every sort of in- 
dignity ; and should at length have expired by the 
most wgnominious of all punishments, that of cruci- 
fixion', 


This peculiar speculation is repeatedly charged 


* So notorious a fact was the worship of Christ as God, that 

- it was even made the express groundwork of persecution; on 

the plea, that Christians, by such worship, violated an ancient 

Roman law, which forbad the consecration of a god without the 
assent of the Senate. 


ORG e D 
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upon the whole body of the Christians, both by 
Pagans and by Jews and by Pagans assuming the 
controversial character of Jews, long anterior to 
the commencement of the fourth century. 

The importance of the charge, so far as historical 
testimony is concerned, depends entirely upon the 
manner in which it was received. 

If the charge were readily and instantaneously 
and constantly denied : the very denial would afford 
a distinct proof; that The early Christians recog- 
nised no such doctrine as that of the Trinity and of 
the godhead of their Master. 

But, if, on the contrary, the charge were always — 
freely admitted ; if the opinion, involved in it, were 
strenuously defended ; and if, in various instances, 


Vetus erat decretum, ne deus ab imperatore consecraretur, 
nisi a senatu probaretur, ut M. Amilius de deo suo Alburno 
fecit: et hoc ad causam nostram, quod apud vos de humano 
arbitratu divinitas pensitatur. Nisi homini deus placuerit, deus 
non erit: homo jam deo propitius esse debebit.—Quales ergo 
leges istae, quas adversus nos soli exercent impii, injusti, turpes, 
truces, varii, dementes? Tertull. Apol. adv. Gent. Oper. 
p: 815, 817. 

Such a law could not have affected Christians; unless it had 
been known, and unless they themselves had freely confessed, 
that they worshipped Christ as God. The Pagans, with ther 
notions, might probably sometimes imagine, that Christ was the 
canonised hero-god of the Nazarenes: but this could not have 
been the case with the more curious and accurate imquirers 
among them; because, as I observe in the text, the very stress 
of their objections rests upon the alleged absurdity, that a cru- 
cified malefactor could be the Supreme Divinity. 
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the charge itself originated from the very language 
of those against whom it was brought: such an 
admission and such a defence will afford, 1 appre- 
hend, a no less distinct prooi; that The doctrine 
of Christ's godhead, included in the doctrine of the 
Lrinity, was the standard doctrine of the Catholic 
Church during the period throughout which the 
charge was so perpetually propounded. 

Having made these preliminary observations, 
I shall now, agreeably to the plan which has been 
laid down, trace the matter retrogressively from 
the era of the first Nicene Council. 

I. About the year 303, or about the latter end 
of the third and the beginning of the fourth cen- 
tury, flourished Arnobius, originally a pagan rheto- 
rician at Sicca in Africa, afterward a convert to 
Christianity. 

This writer gives the following account of the 
charge, as it stood in his time. 

The gods, says the pagan enemy of the Gospel, 
are not angry at you Christians, because you wor- 
ship the Omnipotent God. But they are indig- 
nant: both because you contend, that onz, wuo 
WAS BORN A MAN AND WHO WAS PUT TO DEATH BY 
THE IGNOMINIOUS PUNISHMENT OF CRUCIFIXION, IS 
GoD; and because you believe him still to survive ; 
and because YOU ADORE HIM WITH DAILY SUPPLICA- 
TIONS '. 


’ Sed non, inquit, idcirco dii vobis infesti sunt, quod Omnipo- 
tentem colatis Deum; sed quod hominem natum, et quod per- 


D2 
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Such, in form, was the charge. ‘The answer, 
after a sarcastic description of the gentile deities, 
thus grievously forsooth humiliated by the adora- 
tion of the crucified Galilean: the answer (through 
the medium of a very just retort, constructed on 
the acknowledged principles of Paganism itself) 
proceeds to assert and to vindicate the divine 
worship of Christ, on the specific ground of his 
absolute and proper divinity ; on the specific 
eround, to wit, that he is God in the highest 
import of the word, God sent economically as a 
messenger by God the Father the Supreme Ruler 
of the Universe. 

We worship then, it seems, one who was born a 
man. 

Be it so. But do you yourselves worship no one 
who was born a man: and that too, not merely this 
or that single individual, but deities immumerable ? 
Or rather, in truth, were not all your gods originally 
mortals, whom you yourselves have elevated to the 
starry heaven ?2— | 

But let us suppose for a moment, in compliment 
to your own opinions, that Christ was one of ws mere 
men, similar in mind and soul and body and frailty 
and condition to ourselves: still was he not, on your 
avowed principles, worthy to be called a god and to 


sonis infame est vilibus crucis supplicio interemptum, et Deum 
fuisse contenditis, et superesse adhuc creditis, et quotidianis 
supplicationibus adoratis. Arnob. adv. gent. lib. i. p. 19, 20. 


Lugdun. Batay. 1651. 
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be deemed a god, in recompense for the benefits which 
he has conferred ? You worship Bacchus, Ceres, 
Lisculapius, Minerva, and T: riptolemus ; because 
they severally invented wine, corn, medicine, the 
olive, and the plough : you have introduced Hercules 
into the assembly of the gods ; because he destroyed 
wild-beasts and thieves and the innumerable heads of 
the hydra. Shall we then venerate, with more penu- 
rious honours, him, who guided us from error into 
truth 2— 

But you tell us, that We worship one who was 
born a man. 

Now, even if it were true that we did worship a 
mere man: yet, on account of all the blessings which 
we have derived from him, he might, on your own 
principles, well deserve to be styled a divinity. But, 
SINCE HE IS GOD IN REALITY AND WITHOUT THE 
SLIGHTEST AMBIGUITY OF DoUBT, do you imagine us 
inclined ever to deny, that HE 1s WORSHIPPED BY US 
IN THE HIGHEST POSSIBLE DEGREE, and that he is 
called the President of our Community ? 

Some one, maddened and enraged, will say: 
What, then, is that Christ God ? 

YES, we answer, AND GOD OF THE VERY INNERMOST 
potency. We further profess, however it may 
irritate unbelievers, that, for ends of the last 
importance, he was sent to us by the Supreme Sove- 
reign.—HE WAS THE HIGH GOD: GOD, RADICALLY AND 
ESSENTIALLY. rom unknown realms, by the Prince 
of the Unwwerse, he was sent, God, God the Saviour : 
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God, whose origin and whose essence the rulers and 
the gods of this world could neither know nor 
suspect ’. | 

* Natum hominem colimus. } 

Quid enim? Vos hominem nullum colitis natum? Non 
unum et alium? Non innumeros alios? Quinimo non omnes, 
quos jam templis habetis vestris, mortalium sustulistis ex 
numero, et ccelo sideribusque donastis ?— 

Sed concedamus interdum, manum vestris opinionibus dantes, 
unum Christum fuisse de nobis, mentis, animee, corporis, fra- 
gilitatis, et conditionis unius: nonne dignus a nobis est, tanto- 
rum ob munerum gratiam, Deus dici, Deusque sentiri? Si 
enim vos Liberum, quod usum reperit vini; si, quod panis, 
Cererem ; si Aisculapium, quod herbarum ; si Minervam, quod 
ole; si Triptolemum, quod aratri; si denique Herculem, 
quod feras, quod fures, quod multiplicium capitum superavit 
compescuitque natrices; divorum retulistis in coetum: honoribus 
quantis afficiendus est nobis, qui ab erroribus nos magnis, in- 
sinuata veritate, traduxit ?— 

Natum hominem colitis. 

Etiam si esset id verum, tamen pro multis et tam liberalibus 
donis, que ab eo profecta in nobis sunt, Deus dici appellarique 
deberet. Cum vero Deus sit re certa et sine ullius rei dubi- 
tationis ambiguo, inficiaturos arbitramini nos esse, quam maxime 
illum a nobis coli et praesidem nostri corporis nuncupari ? 

Ergone, inquiet aliquis, furens, iratus, et percitus, Deus ille 
est Christus ? 

Deus, respondebimus, et interiorum potentiarum Deus: et, 
quod magis infidos acerbissimis doloribus torqueat, rei maxime 
causa a Summo Rege ad nos missus.—Deus ille sublimis fuit ; 
Deus radice ab intima; Deus ab incognitis regnis, et ab omnium 
Principe Deus sospitator, est missus: quem neque sol ipse, 
neque ulla, si sentiunt, sidera, non rectores, non principes 


mundi, non denique dii magni, aut qui fingentes se deos genus 
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The responsive argument of Arnobius, in short, 
runs to the following effect. 

Even if Christ were a mere man, who had been 
elevated to divinity on account of the benefits 
which he had conferred: you Pagans, on your own 
principles, could not justly object to owr adoration 
of him; since you yourselves confessedly worship 
a whole Olympus of deified mortals who once 
actually and corporeally lived in this nether world. 
Still less, then, can you object to ow practice: 
since Christ is not a mere deified man and nothing 
more, but truly and unambiguously and essentially 
God himself; God the Son, sent by God the 
Father ; Jehovah, as the prophet Zechariah speaks, 
sent by Jehovah ; God, one with the Father in es- 
sence, though distinct from the Father in person. 

II. We find the same familiar allegation urged 
again and again, almost to absolute satiety, by the 
Epicurean Celsus, who flourished about the middle 
of the second century: and his testimony is pecu- 
liarly valuable, not only for its antiquity, but also 
because, like that of the Pagan in Arnobius, it 
unequivocally tends to shew, that the Christians 
of that period supposed their Lord to be God 
essentially’. His Work was answered by Origen, 


omne mortalium territant, unde aut qui fuerit, potuerunt nos- 
cere vel suspicari. Arnob. adv. gent. lib. i. p. 21, 24, 32. 

1 The objéctions of Celsus are put into the mouth of a Jew. 
Hence the objections are constructed on the sentiments, which 
the Jews were known to entertain of God. Now a Jew never 
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who lived about the middle of the third century : 
so that the objections and the replies may be con- 
sidered, as exhibiting the belief of the Church from 
about the year 150 to about the year 250. 

The fictitious Jew, in the Work of Celsus, says 
Origen, thus addresses Jesus. 

What need was there, that, while yet an infant, 
thou shouldest be carried to Egypt, lest thou shouldest 
be slain? Surely it was not fitting, that cov should 
be alarmed on account of death. But an angel, it 
seems, came from heaven, commanding thee and thy 
relatives to flee, lest, if caught, ye should die!’ The 
great God, then, who sent two angels on account of 
thee, could not, in that country, preserve thee, uis 
OWN PROPER SON !— 

But we Christians, giving credit to Jesus, when, 
concerning the Deity who was within him, he said, 
L am the way and the truth and the life ; and when, 
respecting his human body he said, Now ye seek to 
slay me, a man who have spoken the truth to you: 


could have gone to work on the principle: that 4 Christian 
might deem his lord to be a god, only in the inferior paganising 
sense of a canonised hero or demon. Therefore, when a simu- 
lated Jew is dramatically made to object that Christians deemed 
their Lord to be God: the decorum of the sustained character 
plainly requires, that by cop should be meant sEHoVAH or THE 
SUPREME DEITY. Accordingly, we shall find: that all the ob- 
jections, which Celsus puts into the mouth of #&is Jew, are 
framed on this precise principle; and that all the answers, 
returned by Origen, are still framed on the very same principle. 
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we Christians pronounce him to be a certain com- 
pound ; and we judge it meet, that he, who had pre- 
determined to sojourn among us like a man, should 
not unseasonably expose himself to mortal danger.— 
For, since he wished to appear only as a man testified 
of God, there. would have been an inconsistency in 
any extraordinary aid, which might indicate, that, 
under the appearance of a man, he possessed some- 
what more divine: namely, that he was properly the 
Son of God, even God the Word and the Power and 
the Wisdom of God, who is called Christ }. 


*?Emt ce rovrote edic 6 “lovdaioc ode rov “Inoovy, rapa ro 
Kédow Eyer. 
é 


Té ce Kai ce vijmuyv ere éxpiy sic Atyumror exxopilecBar, 
\ 


. XN we \ ves edt ’ ~ x , ‘ ts ee: oe ~ . 
Kal ayyedoc pev ijkev €§ ovpavov, KeXevwy col Kal Tole cotc oi- 
Kelote gevyety, po) EyKararndérvrec droOavnre. PDuAdooerv Cé ce 
2 , t U 3 f x ’ M4 e / \ 
avroOt, 6 dvo ten Cia cE TETOMGwWC ayyéeAXoUC, O péeyac Oeoe, 
x ” e.\ ’ 27 
TOV LOLOY VLOVY OUK éduvaro;— 
‘H ~ Pie 95 are os = At ~ \ \ we ? ? ~ g , 
HEetc 0, avT@ morevovtec “Inood, repl perv Tig Ev atT@ Oevd- 
rntoc AéyorTt, “Eyw cise t O00c Kal f dAyOea Kai Hh Cw}, Kal ei 
, i 3 \ \ ~ e/ ? 3 , Pe 
TL TOUTOLC TaparAHowoY wept C€ Tov, Gre év dvOowTivy cHopare 
= ph ; ae 5 T Ce ~ é 3 F > 3/ 
yy, Tavta dackovtt, Noy ce Cyreiré pe droxreivat, avOowzor, 
boric THY dAnOecavy vuiv eXadnKa’ ovyOErdy Te Xpipa dapey 
‘ ~ \ ~ 
avroy yeyoveval, Kat éxpihy TOY ToovOOvpEVOY THE we dvOowroU 
€ ~ : \ Qs ? s \ > 7 e , ~ ~ of 
eauTov cic TOV Ploy Exronpiac pa} dKalpwe dpdce XwpEiv TO Ewe 
Bavarov Kucvv~.—To ydp mavu rapacoboy rij¢ éx abroy Bon- 
s \ 73 ~ 3 
Oeiac, Kat ext TEoy Eupavec, oOvK IV XpHo poy To LotdEcBat ai- 
\ le e / 4 e A ~ ~ WH 3 
Tov dwasdae we avOpwroy paprupotpevoy bro Tov Oeod, Exe 
Tt Gedrepov EP*T~ PArErxopévy ayvOpaTw drep hy 6 Kvolwe vide 
Oov, Oedc Aoyoc kai Avyapucg kat Oeov Logia, 6 Kadovpevoc Xpro- 


zvoc. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. i. p. 51. 52, Spencer. Cantab. 1618. 
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Gop, he continues in the person of his fictitious 
Jew to address Jesus, cannot have such a body as 
thine. 

But, in answer to this, we say: that, sojourning 
in life as a man, he assumed, from a female, a body 
like the human body capable of death’. 

fis fictitious Jew goes on to object: How could 
we deem him to be cov, who performed nothing of 
the things which he promised ; and who, when we 
had convicted him, was at length apprehended after 
a disgraceful aitempt to hide himself ; and who was 
betrayed by the very persons, whom he called dis- 
ciples? Had he been cop, he could neither have 
fled, nor could he have been led away in bonds— 

Lo this we reply: that we do not suppose the visi- 
ble and sensible body of Jesus to be God, nor even 
indeed his human soul concerning which it is said, 
My soul is sorrowful even unto death: but, in our 
opinion, the Word, who is God and the Son of the 
God of all things, spoke, in Jesus, both the saying, 
L am the way and the truth and the life, and the 
saying, I am the gate, and the saying, I am the 
living bread that descended from heaven, and other 
sayings of a similar nature. Well, therefore, do 
we censure the Jews for not deeming him to be God, 
who is by the prophets so often testified of, as being 
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THE GREAT POWER AND Gop according to the God and 
Father of all things. For we assert, that, in the 
Mosaic Cosmogony, the Father addressed to him the 
command, Let there be light, and Let there be a 
Jirmament, and whatsoever other things God com- 
manded to be made. He, moreover, said to him ; 
Let us make man after our image and our likeness : 
and the Word, having received these commands, did 
all the things which the Father enjoined him.—But 
we speak thus, not as separating THE SON OF GOD 
from the man Jesus: for, after the economy, the 
soul and the body of Jesus became most intimately 
one with THE WORD OF GoD’. 


1 Mera ratrd yo 6 "lovdatoc: Hie 0 éuedXopev rovroy 
vopifery Oedr, Sc, Ta TE GAA WaTEM EmNKOVETO, ovdey WY ExNy- 
yéAXero érecelkvuTo; Kal, éedr) tpetc edeybavTec abrov Kat 

, 9 ~ - / \ \ oO P) 
Karayvovrec Heovpev KohalecOat, KopvTTOmEvoc pevy Kal dLact- 
, ba L A fo Oe? 7 ~ NS 937 
dodokwy éxovetduordrata, tddw* tm abroy dé by wvopale pabn- 
~ > ft ~ 
roy mooved0n. Kai roe Oedv, now, Ovra, ovre pevyew Evijy, 
ovre Oe0évra amayecOat.— 
e ; F : 

Hpdc ratra 0& dnoopey, Ore ove tpeic VroXapPavopey ro 
PdXexdpevoy Tore Kal aigOnror Tov Inaod oGpa civac Oeov. Kat 
ri Néyw TO aHpa; AAN Ove TY Wuxijv,. wept Ho AEXEKTaL 70, 
Ilepthumde gory f ux prov Ewe Oavarov' ’AAAa,—Kal? Ide, 
6 Adyoe Ozdc, kal Oeov rwy SrAwy vidc, EXeyey Ev TO “Inood 
70, “Eyo ecipe tf b00¢ Kal f dAHVera kat h Cwh? Kal ro, "Eyw cipee 
€ U . \ \ 9 PU ’ e oof e ~ Le ELF ~ > ~ 
i) Ovpat Kat ro, "Eyw eipu 0 dproc 6 CHy 0 ék TOV ovpayod KaTa- 

2 ~ zr 
Pact Kal ci re &ddO TovTOLG TaparAHovoy. "EyKadovper ovy ’lov- 

4 ne \ / Nl e \ ~ ~ ~ 

Catote ToUTov py vopicace Oeoy, UTO TY TeOdNTw@Y TOhaXOU 

, € / 3/ f \ a \ \ 
pepapTrupnpevoy we peyadryny ovra Avyapuey kat Oeov, Kara Toy 
rov Owv Ocdy kal rarépa. Totty yap gamer, év Th kara Mo- 

, oh 7 a V4 ’ , \ 7 , 
oéa KoopoToia, TpooTarrovTa TOY Ilar€pa eipnkevat TO, Levy Onrw 
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Let us see, however, what Celsus is pleased next 
to object. 

Being Gon, says he, Christ foretold that he should 
be betrayed. Therefore, what he foretold, could not 
but come to pass. Hence cov compelled his dis- 
ciples to become wicked and impious.—Truly, no 
person, who partook of the same table even with a 
man, ever plotted against that man: yet one, who 
had feasted with Gov, plotted against Gop; and, 
what is still more inconsistent, GoD HIMSELF plotted 
against his associates, compelling them to become 
traitors. 

Even to such allegations as these we will reply, 
though they are no better than mere childish quib- 
bles. Celsus, then, thinks, that a predicted matter 
occurs, because it ts predicted. But we, admitting 
no such thing, assert, that he, who predicts a matter, 
is not the cause of its occurrence: for, though he has 
foretold what is about to occur; yet that, which is 
about to occur, will equally occur, even if it has never 
been foretold’. 


~ ‘ a Or ra - 4 ‘ nN ‘ ef / c ¢ 
pwc, Kat Levn0nrw orepewpa, Kat ra ora boa TOOCETASEV O 


\ , x 7 5] , \ t o/ b] 
_O«0¢ yeveobau’ Kat rouTw eipnKévac 70, Llowjowpey avOpwrov Kar 
cikova Kat Ouolwoty iperépar’ rpocraxGévra O€ tov Adyor rerot- 
, af e/ ¢ \ ° ~ , / ~ 8 \ \ 
ykevae TavTa voa oO Ilarip avr@® évereiNaro.——Taira oé paper, 
> , \ ey ~ ef 9S ~ 9 att EO x , 
ov Xwpilorrec Tov vioy rod OEov ad Tov "Inood* Ev yap praduora, 
\ \ ° / / \ \ , ~ ~ € 
fleTa THY OlKOVOMiaY YyEeyevnTaL mO0G TOY Adyoyv rov OEov F 
uy) kat TO oGpa rod ’Incov. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. ii. p- 62, 
63, 64. 
‘ ~ 7D ~ 4 ny ~ * 
‘Mera ratra Wopev woe Eyer. Tatra Ocde, onow, wv 


~ , ~ f , 
mpoElTE’ KA TavTWE EXPY yEevécOar TO mooEIHmevor. OEdE 
} 


CHAP. III. | OF TRINITARIANISM. AS 


We proceed to notice the next objection, started 
with abundance of parade, by our antagonist. 

Gop, says Celsus, is good and excellent and happy. 
But, if he descends to men, he of necessity expe- 
riences a change: that is to say, a change from good 
io bad, from excellent to base, from happiness to 
unhappiness. Yet who would choose such a muta- 
tion? It may be consistent with the nature of a 
mortal: but, with that of an immortal, it is wholly 
inconsistent. Gop, therefore, can never have expe- 
rienced any such mutation. 

To this it would afford a sufficient reply, if I were 
to shew the character of what in Scripture is called 
A DESCENT OF GOD TO MEN: iz which there is no need 
to admit any change in him (as Celsus imagines us 
to assert), nor any conversion from good to bad or 
from excellent to base.-—But that, which descended 


5: \ > ~ x ‘ V4 Dia ke ) / a 3 
ody, Tove abrov pabyrac Kat Toopirac, pe WY cUVECEimvEL Kat 
~ yw , 
OUveTLVEV, EC TOUTO TEPLNyAyEY, WE YE doelsele Kal aAvociove yE- 
, 6 *H 5) a) / \ e ss ue ve 9 ’\ of 
véc0ar.—H avOpwrm pév 6 KoLvwvioacg TpATECNC, OVK ay ETL 
ére(Zovrevae’ Oem d€ avvevwyxnOetc, éxiPourocg éyivero’ Kal, rep 
of 9 f 9 \ e \ ~ fas ’ 1 
ETL ATOTWTENOY, GUTOC O Ode Tole guyTpaTEcotc ére[JOUNEVCE, 
mpoodTac Kat dvocEPEic TOLWY. 
~ 
\ \ ~ \ > \ Je \ ~ bd \ , 9 
Kat zo0¢ Tavra O€, émel ovAEL Kal TOLC Eflol HarvopeEvotg EVTE- 
héoe rou Kédoou éxtyesphypaci drayvrgy, ro.avra ghoopev. “O 
\ fs o/ \ ~ , \ e , 7 
pev KeédXooe overar, Ou ToUTO yivecOat TO UTO TLVOE TOOYYWOEWS 
~ \ ~ \ 
Oeoricbev, érel VeoricOn. ‘Hpeic o€, rovro ov O10dvTEC, paper, 
ovyxt Tov Oeorlcayra airioy civat TOU égopévov, EwEL TPOEITED 
bd \ / bf \ Ne / ? / nN \ ‘AN 
avTo yevnodpevoy, AAG TO EGOpEVOY ETOMEVOY AY Kat fu} Oeo~ 
\ ~ ~ \ 
misOev, THY airiay TO TO0yLyVwoKOYTL TAPETKNKEVAL TOV G@UTO 


rooemeiv.. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. 1. p. 72, 73. 
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to men, was ia the form of God: and, on account of 
his philanthropy, he emptied himself, in order that 
he might be apprehended by them ; yet without a 
change from good to bad or from happiness to un- 
happiness '.—If, however, THE IMMORTAL GOD THE 
worD, assuming a mortal body and a human soul, 
seems to Celsus to be changed and metamorphosed : 
let him learn, that THE WORD, REMAINING THE WORD 
IN SUBSTANCE, suffers nothing of the matters which 
the body and the soul suffer’. 


see bilipeirs (Os 
*"Towper d& kal dep ékiic gnoty 6 Kédooc, pera pteyadne 
amayyelac, ToUTOY TOY TOdTOY. 

‘O Oed¢ ayaboc éort, Kai KadOc, Kal evdaipwy, Kat Ey TO Kad- 
Aiorw Kal dpiorw. Ei 0} é¢ dvOowrove Kdretor, peraforje avT@ 

t ploT@. bes p ¢ » PETaPOANS 
det pweraPorgre o€ && cyabov cic KaKdy, Kat ék KaXOd Eic alax por, 
ee > / > / \ ? PLS: ie ’ \ 
kal €& evoamoriac cic Kakodatpoviay, Kal ek Tov apiarou eic TO 
movnpdrarov. ‘Tic dy ovy Eotro Tovavryny peraBodrny ; Kal poev 
6) 7@ Ovnr@ pev addarrecOar Kal perarrarrecOat, ovo? TH 0 
bd la \ ‘ > \ \ e / 4 > al > \ , 
adbavary, kara 7a ara Kai WoalTwe ExeLv. OdK ay ove Tad- 
THY THY peralIod}Vv Ode d€xorTO. 

Aoxet o& poe Tpd¢ Tatra NEyerOar Tu déovTa, dunynoapéve 
THY év Talc yoapaic Neyouévny karaBacw O¢od mpoc Ta AvO0W- 
mwa’ sic iy ob peraBorfjc airo det, we Kédooe Wpedic overae 
héyelv, ovTE tooTic THe €& ayabov cic Kaxdv.—To Ce Kara[3e- 
ry ~ ~ ~ 4 
Pnkog tic ayPowmoue ev foppy Osod vmrippye® Kal, duce piiavbow- 

, ¢ \ Sask e/ ~ ¢ ? bd ~ ae bd 3 
Tiayv, EaUTOY EKEYwoEV, LYa yupnOivar Um ad’ray ovyn On" ov on 
mov 0 && ayabdy eic Kaxov yéyovey air@ peraod),—ove’ éx 
Kahov sic aiaypdv,—ovoe €& evdatpoviac HAer eic Kakodamoviay. 

\ Pes ‘ 
—Ei 0€ kat, copa Ovyrov Kal Wuyhy avOowrivny avatapwy, 6 
aOavaroc Ode Adyoc doxei rp Kédow GdAdrrecOat Kal pera- 


iu ~ , 
mrarresOar’ peavPavérw, dre 6 Adyoc, rH ovoig pévwr Adyoe, 
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On the whole, since he objects to us, I know not 
how often, concerning Jesus ; that FROM A MORTAL 
BODY WE ESTEEM HIM TO BE GoD, and that in doing 
so we conceive ourselves to act piously : it were super- 
fluous, so much having already been said, to give him 
any further answer. Yet let these objectors know, 
that this person, whom, with full persuasion, we be- 


lieve to be from the beginning, GOD AND THE SON OF 


cop, is the very Word and the very Wisdom and the 
very Truth: and we assert, that his mortal body 
and the human soul in him, not only by fellowship, 
but likewise by absolute union and commixture, hav- 
ing participated of his divinity, have passed into 
THE DEITY *. 


ovdey pev ThoxEL OY TaTXEL TO CHa 7) y Wvyh. Orig. cont. 
Cels. lib. iv. p. 169, 170. 

1 -Eret 0 éykaXet Hiv, ovK ot0 ijdn Orocdkic, wept Tov ’In- 
ov, Ore ék Ovnrod owparoc byTa Ody voptloper, Kat Ev rovrw 
dow Opgy OoKxovper* mepiocoy pev TO ért mpdc Touro éyeEu, 
mslova yup év Toig ayvwrépw édekTat. “Opwe O€ lorwoay ot 
éyxadovvrec, Ort, dv pey vopiZopey Kal mweretopeba apy n0ev 
ciyar Ody Kat vidv Oeod, ovrog 6 AvrodOyocg Eort Kat} Avro- 
copia Kat f AvroadhOea’ ro de Ovynroyv avrov copa, Kal THY 
avOownriyny év adrw Luxiy, TH TdC Exeivo OV povoy KoLYwrig, 
Gd Kal Evooer Kal Gvakpdcel, Ta peylora Hapev TOOTEANPEVAL, 
kal rie éxelvov Oetdrnrog Kexowwkdra cig Oedyv peraPePyxéevac. 
Orig. cont. Cels. lib. iii. p. 135, 186. See also lib. 11. p. 101. 
lib. vii. p. 868. lib. vu. p. 404. 

At the close of these quotations, it may not be useless to 
remark: that the simwated Jew of Celsus indifferently argues 
on the fact of the Christians deeming their Saviour 6 Oed¢ as 


well as Gedc. The former term, 6 Oedc¢, in English most pro- 
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It will be observed, that the allegations of 
Celsus, while they are throughout constructed 
upon the express ground that Christ was believed 
to be strictly and properly THe supREME Gop, 
respect, not merely a few visionary individuals, but 
the whole collective body of the Church. , As such, 
accordingly, they are understood and answered by 
Origen. Hence, whatever in the abstract we may 
think of the arguments on either side, we have 
(the sole matter with which I am at present con- 
cerned) the positive and admitted testimony of 
Celsus to the evidently well-known and familiar 
circumstance: that The Catholic Church, about the 
middle of the second century, or about some Jifty or 
sixty years after the death of St. John, held and 
maintained the essential divinity of Christ, viewed 
under the aspect of God the Word, the eternal Son 
of the Kather, céexistent with him from the begin- 
ning in the inseparable unity of the Godhead. 

III. Such being the case, we shall be prepared 
to expect the same charge from the mouth of 
Trypho the Jew in the celebrated conversation 
which he held with Justin Martyr some few years 
earlier than the epoch of the attack made by 
Celsus. 

The conversation in question, as appears from 


perly rendered The Deity, effectually precludes, even on gram- 
matical principles, any socinian quibble, that @ede without the 
article, may be rendered a god, no less properly than God. 
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the evidence distinctly afforded by itself, took place 
in the year 136'. Hence the allegations of 
Trypho will respect the faith of Christians, as by 
an enemy it was alleged to stand, and as by a pro- 
fessed believer it was admitted to stand, only thirty- 
six years after the death of the Apostle St. John. 

Trypho exclaimed: My good friend, it would be 
well for us to follow the advice of our Rabbins, that 
we should converse with no one of you Christians. 
kor you speak many blasphemies, wishing to per- 
suade us: that THIS CRUCIFIED MALEFACTOR WAS 
WITH MOSES AND AARON, and that HE CONVERSED 
WITH THEM IN THE PILLAR OF THE CLOUD, and that 
ofterward he became man, and that he was crucified, 
and that he ascended to heaven, and that he will 
again appear upon earth, and that HE OUGHT TO BE 
WORSHIPPED. 

Whereupon I answered: I know, that, as the word 
of God spake, THIS GREAT WISDOM OF. GOD THE 
ALMIGHTY CREATOR OF ALL THINGS 7s hidden from you. . 
Hence, through pity, I labour, that you may under- 


1 Trypho speaks of himself, as having emigrated to Greece 
in consequence of the war which was then raging: gvywy roy 
vov yevopevoy modeuov. Just. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 167. 
Sylburg. 1593. And this war is afterward described as the 
Jewish war; éuBaddvroce rivog abr@y dyov TEpl rod KaTa THY 
Tovdaiay yevopévov modépov. Ibid. p. 175. But this then 
raging war in Judéa was doubtless the war of Adrian, which 
occurred in the year 136. ‘Therefore, in that same year 136, 
the dialogue of Justin and Trypho must have been carried on. 
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stand these our doctrines which appear so paradox- 
ical; or, if I fail of success, that at least in the day 
of judgment I may be irreprehensible ’. 


' Kal 6 Tovowr eizevs *Q dvOpwre, Kadov av mwewo0évTac 
ide Toig dwWacKkadore vopoberijoaat, pnoevt && bpay opereiy, 
pLnoe GOL TOVTWY Kowwvijoae tov doywr' Pracdnpa yap wohda 
héyetc, TOY oravpwhEvra TovToy dkiwy welBey Hpac yeyervijsBac 
pera Mwioéwe kat ’Aapwr, kat NeXadynKévae avroic év arvr@ 
vehédnc, eira &vOpwroy yevopevoy oravpwhijvar, Kat avaBeBn- 
kévat gic TOY ovpavdy, Kal TddALY TapaylvecOat Ext THES Yilc, kal 
ToockuyyTOY ElVaL. 

Kayo dmexpvdpny' Oida ort, we 6 Tov Oe0v Oyoc Eon, 
Kexputrat ad’ buoy i Dopia h peyary atrn Tov roinrov Tay OXwY 
Kal mavroxpdropoc Ocov* Ou cupraldy tpiy rpockdpvery ayw- 
viopat, Orwe Ta Tapddota hoy radra vononre’ Et de py, iva 
kav avroc d0@oc  év Hpéog Kolcewc. Just. Dial. cum Tryph. 
Oper. p. 198. 

An objection has been started by Episcopius : that, although 
Justin acknowledges Christ to be God ; yet he distinguishes 
him from the Creator of the world, and therefore denies that he 
was the Creator. See Bull. Judic. Eccles. Cathol. append. ad 
c. vil. § 6. 

I. Certainly Justin distinguishes Christ from the Creator of 
all things: but then it is in a passage, wherein he declares him 

to be the God of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob. 
—  “AXXoe yap, Kar’ Gddov rpdmov, Pacdynpety, tov TLowmryy 
Tov Ow, Kal TOY Um abrov Tpodyrevopevoy EXevVaETNaL XptoToY 
kal rov Ody ’APpadp cat Ioadk kat Laxw, dvddacxovor. Justin. 
Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 196. 

Nor is this all: he immediately afterward employs well nigh 
thirty folio pages to demonstrate, that Christ, from time to time 
appearing in a human form, was the God worshipped by the old 
Patriarchs. Abid. p. 197—223. 

Now 
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Lhen said Trypho: Taking up your discourse 
Jrom the point where you ceased, now proceed : for tt 


Now the God of Abraham and Isaac and Jaccb, or the 
God of the old Patriarchs, was undoubtedly and confessedly 
Jehovah. 

Hence, though Justin rightly distinguishes the Son from the 
Paternal Creator of all things, he furthermore, after the in- 
spired Apostles Paul and John, teaches us : that God the Father 
created the world turovex Christ his Son and Word ; and that 
The Father spake unto Christ, when he said, Let us make man in 
our image, after our likeness. 

‘O o€ Yide éketvou, 0 pedvoc Aeyopmevoc Kuplwe vide, 6 Adyog 
™00 THY TondTwY Kal cvvoY Kal yevvopevoc, Ore THY dpxiy Ov 
avrov Tavra ékrice Kal exdopnoe, Xororoc pév. Justin. Apol. ii. 
Oper. p. 34, 35. 

Hotnowper &vOowroy car’ cixkdva Hueréoay Kal cal Opoiwoty. 
—’AdXa rotro ro 7) OvTte aro TOU Harpoc moofskn bey Yevynpa, 
TPO TAaYTWY THY Tompdray, ovviy To arpé? Kal rourw 6 Tarp 
mpooopudet. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 221, 222. 

II. Had these matters been duly attended to by Episcopius, 
he would have seen: that, when Justin distinguishes Christ 
from the Creator of all things, while at the same time he de- 
clares him to be Jehovah the God of Abraham and Isaac and 
Jacob and the other old Patriarchs, he means simply to distin- 
guish him from God the Father; whom the ancient Church 
rightly deemed, the primary Creator of the Universe, and the 
avroQeoc and the rnyi Oedrnroc or the alone self-originating 
fountain of deity. 

The doctrine, in short, of Justin and the Apostles, is: that 
The Father created all things ruroven the Son. Compare 
John i. 8. Hebr. i. 2, 

Hence, though Justin pronounces the Son to be the Jehovah 
norshipped by the old Patriarchs, he rightly and soundly dis- 
tinguishes him from the primordial Paternal Creator of the Uni- 
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strikes me, as somewhat paradoxical and as by no 
means capable of an entire demonstration. Wath 
regard to what you assert, that THIS CHRIST, INAS- 
MUCH AS HE IS GOD, PREEXISTED BEFORE ALL AGES, 
and that he endured to be born a created man, and 
that he was not a mere man born from man in the 
ordinary course of nature: such an assertion seems 
to me, not only a paradox, but even a downright 
absurdity. ! 

To this I replied: I know, that my discourse 
seems paradoxical more especially to those of your 
race, who were never willing either to undersiand or 
to perform the things of God’. 

And Trypho said: You attempt to shew a matter 


verse. Had he done otherwise, he would have anticipated the 
subsequent patripassian heresy of Praxeas and Sabellius. 

Nakedly to state from Justin, that, in his judgment, Christ 
was distinct from the Creator ; and, consequently, to msinuate 
the inference, that, in his judgment also, Christ, though styled 
God, is not truly and essentially God: thus to exhibit the doc- 
trine of Justin, is certainly to misrepresent him. 

‘ Kat 6 Totdwr cimerv’ “Avadapwv Ooy TOY oyor Oey Exavow, 
TEOULVE mapacogoc Tic yap more, Kat ju) Ouvaplevoc OA\we dro- 
OetxOijvat, doxet pol eivar' TO yuo Eye oe TOOVTapXELY Oedv 
jyra 700 aiwvwy Tovrov TOY Xporoy, Eira Kal yevynOijvar ay- 
Dowroy yevomevory bropetvat, Kal Ore ovK dvOpwroe €§ dvOpwzov, 
ov pdvoy mapacotoy doxet pol civat, dda Kal pwpor. 

Kdyw mode ratra épnv* Oi0’ dre wapddokoc 6 Adyoe Ooxei eivat, 
kat parduora roic dro Tov yévovc tuwy, oirwec Ta TOV DEV 
oUTE vonoat oUTE Tojoae wore PefovdnoOe. Justin, Dial. cum 


Tryph. Oper. p. 207. 
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mceredible and well nigh impossible ; that Gop EN- 
DURED TO BE BORN AND TO BECOME A MAN. 

My reply was: If I attempted to shew this by 
mere human arguments, there were no need that you 
should bear with me: but, if I bring my proofs 
Jrom repeated scriptural authorities, you will then 
be convicted of hardheartedness in regard to under- 
standing the mind and the will of God’. 

IV. The allegations of Trypho brought our 
evidence within thirty-six years after the death of 
St. John: the exactly concurring testimony of 
Pliny, regularly founded upon the strictness of 
legal depositions, will, in the first instance, bring 
it within three years after the death of that Apos- 
tle; and, in the next instance, will carry it back 
even seventeen years Jefore his death. For St. 


* Kat 6 Tpv@wy: "Amtoroy yap kal ddbvaroyv cyedoy mpadypa 
emtyeipele Arodetkvuvat, Ort Ode umépeive yevynOijvat Kat dvOow- 
moc yeveoOat. 

Ki rovro, édny, éx’ dyOowmetore Ouaypaow i) emryeiprpaciy 
évePahouny drodenvovar, dvacyécat pov ovK ay Eder pac’ Ei 
O& ypagag Kat ic rovTo eipnuévac rocavrac, mrELoTAKIC avTag 
AEywv, db vac emryv@vat avrac, okhypoKapdtoe Tpdc TO yvw- 
vat vouv Kal PedXnpa Tov Qeovd yiveoGe. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. 
Oper. p. 228. 

So again, in another place, ‘Trypho, directly and uncontra- 
dictedly, charges Justin with maintaining the preéxistence and 
divinity of Christ. 

Ocoy avrov roovmdpyorra éyerc’ Kal, Kara THY [ovdrnY Tov 
Ocov, capkoromlévra avrov Néyec Cra THE wapHévov yeyevvnabae 


avOowroy. Ibid. p. 245, 
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John died in the year 100: and, from the Bithy- 
nian Nicomedia, in the year 103, was written the 
well-known letter of Pliny to Trajan. 

Some of the Asiatic Christians, and some of 
those who had formerly been Christians, when 
called to answer at the tribunal of this philosophic 
persecutor, were induced, in an evil hour, to adore 
the images of the Emperor and the gods, and 
to renounce with imprecations their Lord and 
Saviour. 

Now, as to the doctrine and practice of the 
Church during the very early period which ex- 
tended from the year 83 to the year 103 or from 
seventeen years before the death of St. John to 
three years after his death, these unhappy men 
concurred in making the following deposition. 

They affirmed before me, says Pliny in his official 
report to Trajan, that the sum total of their fault 
or their error was this. Ona stated day, they were 
wont to assemble together before sunrise and alter- 
nately to sing among themselves a hymn to Christ as 
to God. They then bound themselves by a sacra- 
mental pledge, not indeed to the perpetration of any 
wickedness, but to abstain from theft and adultery, 
to abide by their word, and never to forfeit their 
suretyship. When this was done, their custom was 
to depart and afterward to meet together again for 
the purpose of harmlessly sitting down to a gene- 
ral meal. The last practice, however, they had 
wholly omitted, in pursuance of my edict : by which, 
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agreeably to your commands, I had forbidden all 
societies '. 

On this evidence, it is important to remark: 
that the persecutor does not speak from vague 
hearsay. He officially reports to the Emperor the 
depositions of the prisoners themselves, regularly 
taken down from their own mouths .at a public ex- 
amination. | 

Nor were the attested doctrine and practice 
merely the attested doctrine and practice of a few 
insulated individuals : they were plainly the well 
known doctrine and practice of the Catholic Church 
at large. For, on the face of the depositions, it 
appears: that, In the age of Trajan, at the very 
beginning of the second century, and therefore imme- 
diately after the death of St. John, the Catholic 
Church, in her ordinary stated assemblies and through 
the medium of her familiar appointed ritual, was 
regularly accustomed to worship Christ as God. 

Nor, again, could the attested doctrine and 


* Adfirmabant autem, hance fuisse summam vel culpe suze 
vel erroris: quod essent soliti stato die ante lucem convenire, 
carmenque Christo quasi Deo dicere secum invicem; seque 
sacramento non in scelus aliquod obstringere, sed ne furta, ne 
latrocinia, ne adulteria, committerent, ne fidem fallerent, ne 
depositum appellati abnegarent : quibus peractis, morem sibi 
discedendi fuisse, rursusque coeundi ad capiendum cibum, pro- 
miscuum tamen et innoxium; quod ipsum facere desisse post 
edictum meum, quo, secundum mandata tua, hetaerias esse 
vetueram, Plin. Epist. lib. x. epist. 97. 
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practice have suddenly and recently sprungup in 
the Church, now no longer under the controuling 
authority of St. John. That venerable servant of 
Christ had indeed been called to his reward, at the 
time when the depositions of the lapsed were taken 
before Pliny: but, as yet, we may well say, he 
was scarcely cold in his grave. If the doctrine that 
Christ is God, and if the practice of worshipping him 
as God, were unknown to and unsanctioned by 
St. John: they must have started into existence, 
and they must have thoroughly infected the 
Church, in the short space of three calendar 
years. For, so far as matter of fact is concerned, 
we find, on unexceptionable authority: that, Zm- 
mediately after the death of St. John, the worship of 
Christ as God formed a part of the regular stated 
iturgical service of the Church. And we detect 
this divine adoration, not in some remote corner 
of the world which might have been less under 
the Apostle’s superintendance, but in a province of 
Asia Minor which may justly be deemed to have 
specially appertained to his own Patriarchate. 
Nor yet is even such the whole result of the evi- 
dence now under consideration. Pliny tells the 
Emperor: that, of the persons who were brought 
before him and who all made the deposition in 
question, some professed to have abjured Christ, 
or to have ceased to be Christians, three years ; 
some, more than three years ; and some, even twenty 
years, previous to their appearance at his tribu- 
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nal!. Our evidence, therefore, zow specifies, on 
the personal knowledge of the deponents: that, 
full seventeen years before the death of St. John no 
less than three years after it, the Catholic Church, 
in the Apostle’s own immediate jurisdiction, was 
liturgically accustomed to worship Christ as God’. 


1 Alii, ab indice nominati, esse se Christianos dixerunt, et 
mox negaverunt: fuisse quidem, sed desisse; quidam, ante 
triennium ; quidam, ante plures annos ; non nemo etiam, ante 
viginti quoque. Plin. Epist. lib. x. epist. 97. 

? IT may here properly notice Dr. Priestley’s attempt to rid 
himself of the decisive attestation furnished by Pliny. 

It is likenise alleged, that Pliny says: that The Christians, 
on a certain day, before it was light, met to sing a hymn to 
Christ as to God (or a god). But, as to this writer, if he had 
been told that hymns were sung by Christians in honour of Christ, 
being himself a heathen, he would naturally imagine ; that they 
were such hymns, as had been composed in honour of the heathen 
gods who had been men. Hist. of Early Opin. book i. chap. 
15. sect. 1. Works, vol. vi. p. 503. 

I. The whole turn of Dr. Priestley’s statement is evidently 
such, as to leave, upon the mind of an incautious reader, an 
impression: that Pliny had merely, by pure accident, picked 
up some idle hearsay account of the liturgical worship of the 
primitive Christians; and that he had gratuitously supposed 
them to hold Christ in much the same estimation as the Pagans 
held their canonized hero-gods. 

But the real fact is: that Pliny is forwarding, to the Em- 
peror Trajan, a regular report of the depositions of certain 
christian prisoners, made before himself, at his own tribunal, in 
his quality of a magistrate : and those prisoners, as he expressly 
tells his master, DEPOSED (affirmabant ), that they sang or re- 


cited alternately a hymn to Christ as to God. 
| Verbally, 
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The strict accuracy of Pliny’s official repert to 
Trajan is fully established by the joint concurring 


Verbally, then, the terms of their deposition are perfectly 
well ascertained. Hence, the only real question is: What they 
MEANT by the terms in which they made their deposition. For, 
as to what Pliny himself might fancy them to mean, that is a 
matter of the very least importance. 

II. Their deposition consisted of two parts: the Carmen 
Christo dicere secum invicem, and the Quasi Deo; that is to say, 
Their alternate singing or reciting a hymn to Christ, and Their 
so doing tt to him as to God or (according to the translation 
apparently preferred by Dr. Priestley) as to a god. 

1. The first part of their deposition was: that 7’ hey alter- 
nately sang or recited a hymn to Christ. 

Now the liturgical alternate singing or reciting a hymn to a 
person is clearly an act of adoration paid to that person: and 
Dr. Priestley allows, that the performing an act of adoration to a 
person is an acknowledgment of that person’s divinity ; for he 
devotes a whole section to prove, that Christ could not be God, 
because with the primitive Christians he mas not the object of 
prayer ; thus evidently allowing, that if he were the legitimate 
object of prayer, he must needs be very God. Hist. of Early 
Opin. Introd. sect. iii. What, then, becomes of this argument 
against our Lord’s divinity, when, in point of racr, we find even 
Asiatic Christians, not only three years after, but even seven- 
teen years before, the death of St. John, singing or reciting, in 
the course of their stated pericdical worship (stato die ), a re- 
ligious liturgical hymn to Christ? On the theory of Dr. 
Priestley, that they, all the while, deemed him a mere dead man, 
how is this to be accounted for ? 

No inference, he replies, can be safely drawn Jrom the hymns: 
because divinity may be ascribed to persons in very different 
senses, and some of them very innocent ones, especially in the 
language of poetry. 

Doubtless, 
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testimony, both of the ancient writer against the 
Artemonian heresy, of Clement of Alexandria, 
and of Origen. 


Doubtless, there are poetical instances of a lover, more silly 
than his silly sheep, styling his mistress a goddess : and, doubt- 
less also, Virgil and Horace, in a graver strain of flattery, de- 
nominate Augustus Cesar a present god. But will Dr. Priestley, 
or any admirer of Dr. Priestley, venture to institute a sober 
parallelism, between such foolish or profane compositions on the 
one hand, and the primitive hymns solemnly and liturgically 
addressed to Christ by grave and holy men labouring under 
actual persecution on the other hand? If they will not, what are 
we to think of Dr. Priestley’s reply ? 

Clearly, then, the liturgical recitation of a hymn to Christ 
must be an act of adoration paid to Christ. And, since we are 
quite sure that the primitive believers were not idolaters, this 
act of theirs, by the argumentative confession of Dr. Priestley 
himself, amounts to a formal and direct acknowledgment, on 
their part: that Christ is very and essential God. 

2. Hence, the first part of the deposition of the prisoners 
will distinctly teach us, how we ought to understand the second 
part. 

Since their liturgical act of adoration, even if they had deposed 
to nothing more, would alone, on the reasonable assumption 
that the primitive Church during the life-time of St. John nas 
not idolatrous, have demonstrated their full belief in the proper 
godhead of Christ: it inevitably follows; that their performing 
this act of adoration to Christ quasi Deo means, in their sense 
of the phrase ; that they performed it to him, not as toa god 
in the sense of a mere superstitiously canonised human hero-god 
(for, in truth, the early believers recognised no such palpable 
idolatry), but as to God in the sense of the very and essential 
Deity. 

To cut. off all possibility of evasion, it may be useful to re- 
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1. With respect to the testimony of the ancient 
writer alluded to, commonly supposed to be Caius 
the Roman Presbyter who flourished about the 
year 210, we are indebted for it to the ecclesi- 
astical historian Eusebius. 

At the beginning of the third century, the dis- 
ciples of Artemon ventured to assert: that Their 
doctrine had always been the doctrine of the Church 
down to the time of Victor of Rome. 

This allegation was met, by the ancient writer 
in question, with a variety of positive evidence to 
the contrary effect : and, among other matters, he 
appeals to those liturgical hymns, which from the 
very first had been used in the public service of the 
Church, and which consequently were as familiar 
to every individual Christian as our old English 
metrical version of the Psalms is to each member 
of our own congregations.. 

How numerous, moreover, says he, are the hymns 
and songs of the brethren, written by the faithful from 
the beginning, which celebrate Christ the Word of 

God, ascribing to him divinity *. 
2. Such is the testimony of the ancient author 
of the Work against Artemon cited by Eusebius: 


mark in conclusion: that the prisoners deposed, not to the 
recitation of a hymn concerning Christ, but to the recitation of 
a hymn addressed to Christ. 
1 ON ea > > ~ > ne = 
Warpoi dé doo kai goal ddedowy aTapXI¢ UTO TioTwY you- 
peioa tov Adyor rov Oeod roy Xptoroyv vpvovor Oeod\oyovrrec. 


Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. vy. c¢. 28. 
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and its correctness is abundantly confirmed by the 
circumstance, that one of these primitive hymns 
still actually exists, either written by Clement of 
Alexandria himself upon a model universally 
familiar to the faithful, or preserved by him from 
a period of yet more remote antiquity. 

The hymn in question is addressed to Christ : and, 
though it may not be composed in the very best 
possible taste; yet it may serve to give us a suf- 
ficiently distinct idea of the mode, in which the 
early believers were accustomed to recite among 
themselves liturgical hymns to Christ as to God. 

O thou, the bit of untamed colts, the wing of wan- 
dering birds, the true rudder of infants, the shepherd 
of the royal lambs ; gather together thy simple chil- 
dren, holily to praise, guilelessly to hymn, with in- 
nocent mouths, Christ the leader of children. 

O King of saints, O all-subdung Word of the 
Most High Father, dispenser of wisdom, the age- 
rejoicing support of the labours of the human race, 
Saviour Jesus, shepherd, ploughman, rudder, bit, 
heavenly wing of the holy flock, fisher of the saved of 
all languages tempting them from the hostile waves 
of a sea of wickedness with the sweet bait of life: 
lead, O thou shepherd of rational sheep ; lead, O thou 
holy king of unpolluted children, after the footsteps 
of Christ ; lead, O heavenly way, O eternal Word, 
infinite age, everlasting light, fountain of mercy, 
performer of virtue, pious life of those who sing 
hymns to God, O Christ Jesus. 
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Let us infants, nourished with celestial milk and 
filled with the dewy Spirit, sing together simple 
praises, true hymns, to Christ the King, the holy 
repayment for eternal life. 

Let us sing together, let us sing with semplicity, 
the mighty child. 

Let us, the choir of peace, the children of Christ, 
a wise people, jointly celebrate the God of peace’, 


1 Urépuov todwWY ddadr, IIrepoyv dpvidwy drdavev, Oiat vn- 
Tiwy drpexneo, ILouy apv@v Bacwkkorv, Tove cove ageXetc Hai- 
oac ayepov, Aivety ayiwe, "Ypvety adoddAwe, ’AkdKote oTOmac, 
Ilaidwy iyyhropa Xpvorov. Baowed aylwy, Adye ravdapérop 
Ilarpd¢ twWiorov, Lopiacg rpvran, Lrhprypa wovwy Alwvoxapec, 
Booréacg yevedce Ldrep “Inaod, Tloipiyy, dpornp, Oiaé, oTOMLor, 
Irepov oipdviov, Tavayotvc woipync, ‘ANev pepdrwy Tay swlo- 
Hévwy, Tedayou cakiac "Ty 9ve ayvove Kuvparoe Ex Oood, TAvKeon 
Gun dedealwr* ‘Hyod, mooBarwy AoyiKoy Tony? ‘Avie, you, 
Baowed raldwy averagwy, “Ixvia Xprorov. ‘Odde ovpavia, Ao- 
yoc aévaoc, Aiwy admXeToc, Doc didwy, ’EXéove T™NYNs ‘Pexrajp 
dperic® Levy Bor} Ody vpvouvrwr, Xporé Inoov. Téra 
ovpaviuov Macroy yAvkepov Noudne Xapirwy, Lopiac rie one 
exONBomevov, Oi vynriaxot, “Araoic ordpacty "Arirad)opevot, 
Ondiic Aoyexfje Wvevpare dpocepw "Eprurdapevor, Aivouc aderetc, 
"Ypvove arpeKeic, BaotXel Xp.e7~@, Micbove datove Zwije owa- 
xtc, MéedArwper Omov, MéArwpev ddOec, Latda Koparepov. Xoode 
eionvnc, OL yxprordyovor, Aadc cwudowy, Parwper opov Ody 
eipyync. Hymn ad cale. Clem. Alex. Peedag. lib. iii. Oper. 
p- 266, 267, 268. Colon. 1688. . 

The peculiarity of this hymn is the profuse accumulation of 
titles and epithets upon Christ the object of worship. Hence 
I think it not unlikely, that it is the precise Hymn of many 
names referred to by the scoffing pagan author of the Philopatris, 


Lay \ 
Tiy evxiv dro Tarpoc dpgapevoc, Kal riy TohvwVUpLOY WO}Y Eic 
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8. Liturgical hymns of the precise character of 
those, which the lapsed described upon evidence 
to Pliny, which are appealed to with much parti- 
cularity by the old writer cited in Eusebius, and of 
which a specimen has actually come down to us 
from Clement of Alexandria, still, as we learn from 
Origen, continued to be used by the faithful in the 
middle of the third century. 

In point of character, they were hymns, ad- 
dressed conjointly to God the Father and to God 
the Word his only-begotten Son: and the plural 
form, in which he mentions their use, sufficiently 
proves; that they were no mere private unau- 
thorised compositions, but that they were part and 
parcel of the regular public service of the entire 
Church Catholic. 

We recite hymns, says he, to the alone God who 
is over all, and to his only-begotten Son God the 
Word: and thus we hymn God and has only- 
begotten’. 


rédoc éxOeic. Philopatr. in Oper. Lucian. vol. ii. Probably 
he was struck with the resemblance of its plan to that of the 
old Orphic Hymns, which similarly accumulate epithet upon 
epithet and title upon title. 

*"Yuvouc yup €ig povor rov él wdou MEyomey Ocoy Kal Tov 
Hovoyevi avrov Osdv Adyor* Kal tpvotpév ye Oov Kai Tov 
povoyerh avrov. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. vill. p. 422. 

Nothing more completely shews the true character and pur- 
port of these hymns to Christ as God, than the circumstance : 
that Paul of Samosata, who denied the divinity of our Lord, 
caused them, on the idle and readily confuted plea of novelty, 
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to be removed from the churches under his controul. Wadpove 
O€ ToUC pev ele TOY KUpLOY pay "Inoovy Xosrov mavoac, we On 
vEwTEOOUVE Kal vEewreowy aVvOpoY ovyypappara. Epist. Patr. 
Antioch. apud Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. vii. c. 80. Very pos- 
sibly, the hymns discarded by Paul on the plea of novelty, 
might be new in one sense, though old in another. They might 
have been recent compositions themselves, though as every 
individual well knew, constructed on the same plan, and teach- 
ing the same doctrine, as the more ancient hymns. Had they 
contained any doctrinal innovation, a reference to the older 
hymns would have immediately detected it. 


CHAPTER IV. 


RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY, AFFORDED, TO THE FACT 
OF THE POSITIVE ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF 
CHRIST'S ESSENTIAL DIVINITY, BY THE ADORATION 
WHICH HE INVARIABLY RECEIVED FROM THE EARLY 
CHRISTIANS. 


Tue notion of Hssential Divinity, and the notion of 
Dwine Worship, are reciprocal and correlative. 

If the early Christians believed Christ to be very 
God, they would adore him with divine worship : 
and, if they adored him with divine worship, they 
must have believed him to be very God. 

Such divine worship, on the supposition of its 
having been paid, would, I think, be irreconcileable 
with any modification of the Arian system, save at 
the expence of making the early Christians gross 
and direct idolaters. 

However, on that System, we may elevate 
Christ, as a being far superior to the whole angelic 
host, and as the operative agent through whom 
God created the world: yet, if, after all our 
grandiloquence, he himself were strictly a mere 

VOL. I. F 
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creature, he would, in that case, be still to God 
immeasureably inferior, while to man he would 
only be measureably superior. For his relation 
to God would be that of finite to infinite : while 
his relation to man could only be that of finite 
to finite. 

Now the payment of strict and proper divine 
worship to any creature whatsoever, highly as that 
creature may be exalted in nature and in office 
above all other creatures, is doubtless an act of 
idolatry. 

Nor can the unintelligible distinction of the 
Arian School, that The Son is a creature though 
not as the creature’, afford any legitimate escape 
from the express determination of God himself : 
Lam Jehovah ; that is my name, and my glory will 
I not ge to another ’. 

If, therefore, the early believers adored Christ 
under any other aspect than that of very and 
eternal and uncreated God, we shall, on scriptural 
principles at least, be compelled to admit: that, 
what has hitherto been always deemed the purest 
age of the Church, was, in effect, polluted with 
rank idolatry. 

On this point, the reasoning of Dr. Priestley is 
altogether unexceptionable. 

Christ, he asserts, was NEVER, with the early 


* Kriopa, adX viy ve 7d KTLOpe. 


? Tsaiah xlii. 8. 
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Christians, an object of prayer. TuEreErore, he 
argues, the early Christians could not have be- 
lieved Christ to be God '. 


' I subjoin Dr. Priestley’s own statement of his argument, 
hoping, that the cautious inquirer will carefully bear in memory 
the alleged ¥act upon which it is avowedly founded. 

Supposing the second person in the Trinity to be our inde- 
pendent maker and governor and final judge, the propriety of 
praying to him is so obvious, that no consideration whatever 
could have prevented the practice, if such had been the real belief 
of the Christian World from the beginning. That Christians 
did not do so at first, but prayed habitually to the Father ony, 
as, therefore, mith me, almost a demonstration, that they did not 
consider Christ in that light. Whatever they might think of him, 
they did nor regard him as a proper object of worship, and con- 
sequently not as possessed of the attributes which are proper to 
constitute him one, and therefore nov as truly God. The per- 
suasion, that he was truty God and that God on whom we im- 
mediately depend, would unavorpaBLy have drawn after it the 
habitual practice of praying to him.— 

This argument I recommend to the serious consideration of all 
Trinittarians : as tt is with me a sufficient proof, that originally 
Christ was nor considered as a proper object of worship by 
Christians ; and, consequently, NEITHER as God, Nor as the 
maker and governor of the world under God. Hist. of Early 
Opin. Introd. sect. ii. Works vol. vi. p. 30, 31. 

I quite agree with Dr. Priestley, in recommending, to the 
serious attention of all Trinitarians, the preceding argument 
and the asserted Fact upon which it reposes: and I would yet 
further extend the recommendation to all Antitrinitarians. 

What Dr. Priestley means, by starting, in the form of a sup- 
position, the dogma, that The second person in the Trinity is 
our INDEPENDENT maker and governor and final judge: I pre- 


tend not to determine. If he would thus intimate, that Trinz- 


EY 
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Such is the argument of Dr. Priestley. But, by 
the very nature of its construction, he thence 
plainly and inevitably allows: that the early 
Christians must_have believed Christ to be God, 
ir, with them, Christ had been an object of 
prayer. 

In the present argument, the soundness of Dr. 
Priestley’s conclusion will readily be admitted. 
But, whether the premises, whence he deduces his 
conclusion, be equally incontrovertible, is purely a 
question of racr: a question, therefore, which, 
like any other similar historical question, must be 
determined by competent evidence. 

Dr. Priestley, we see, professedly deduces his 
conclusion from the alleged racr: that The early 
Christians, Nov regarding Christ as a proper ob- 
ject of worship, NEVER invoked him with divine ador- 
ation. 

Hence, even by himself, the whole matter is 
brought to a mere question of racr: and hence, 
with his own free consent, I have simply to inquire, 
Whether Dr. Priestley’s allegation is contradicted 
or supported by historical testimony ; in other words, 
Ihave simply to inquire, Whether the early Christ- 
vans did or did not worship Christ. 

I. About the year 310, or almost immediately 


tarvans hold the Son’s absolute 1wpEPENDENCE upon the Paternal 
Fountain of Deity (as the ancients speak): he shews himself 
lamentably ignorant of the very question which he professes 


to discuss. ‘T'rinitarians fully assent to John v. 19. 
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before the session of the first Nicene Council, 
flourished the eloquent Lactantius. 

I now, says he, come to the passion of Christ. 
This is wont to be opprobriously objected to us, on 
the ground : that WE WORSHIP ONE, WHO WAS A MAN 
HIMSELF, AND WHO BY MEN WAS IGNOMINIOUSLY 
PUNISHED AND TORTURED.— fZe, however, the supreme 
and singular God, cannot be worshipped, except 
through his Son. The man who thinks that he 
worships the Father alone, inasmuch as he does not 
worship the Son, thence neither worships the Father. 
But THE MAN, WHO RECEIVES THE SON AND WHO BEARS — 
HIS NAME: THAT MAN, TOGETHER WITH THE SON, 
WORSHIPS THE FATHER ALSO '. 

II. Arnobius was somewhat earlier than Lac- 
tantius: and we may state him as living about the 
year 303. 

Since Christ, says he, is God in reality and with- 
out the shghtest ambiguity of doubt : do you imagine 
we shall ever deny, that HE IS WORSHIPPED BY US IN 
THE HIGHEST POSSIBLE DEGREE? Some one, maddened 
and enraged, will say: What then, is that Christ, 


* Venio nunc ad ipsam passionem: que velut opprobrium 
nobis objectari solet, quod et hominem, et ab hominibus insigni 
supplicio affectum et excruciatum, colamus.—Non potest igitur 
ille summus ac singularis Deus, nisi per Filium, coli. Quisolum 
Patrem se colere putat; sicut Filium non colit, ita ne Patrem 
quidem. Qui autem Filium suscipit, et nomen ejus gerit: is 
vero, cum Filio, simul et Patrem colit. Lactant. Instit. lib. iv. 
§ 16, 29. p. 400, 447. Lugd. Batav. 1660. 
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God? Yes, we answer: _he is God, and God of the 
very imner potency ’. 

The language of Arnobius, running as it does in 
the plural form, clearly imports: that the whole 
collective body of Christians in his time, on the 
specific ground of their holding Christ to be strictly 
and essentially God, worshipped him with the 
highest divine adoration. 

III. Accordingly, that such was the universal 
faith and practice of the entire Church Catholic 
of this period, may be yet further learned from a 
circumstance which occurred during the fury of 
the persecution carried on by Diocletian. 

In Phrygia, says the historian Eusebius, an en- 
tire city of Christians, together with its inhabitants, 
was surrounded by the soldiers. For the destruction 
of these devoted men, the agency of fire was employed: 
and, with their wives and children, they perished in 
the flames, LOUDLY CALLING UPON CHRIST THE GOD 
OVER ALL ?. 


* Cum vero Deus sit re certa et sine ullius rei dubitationis 
ambiguo, inficiaturos arbitramini nos esse, quam maxime illum 
a nobis coli et preesidem nostri corporis nuncupari? Ergone, 
inquiet aliquis, furens, iratus, et percitus, Deus ille est Christus ? 
Deus, respondebimus, et interiorum potentiarum Deus. Arnob. 
adv. gent. lib. i. p. 24. ; 

* "Hen yoty Odny Xproriavay woriyyny avrarvdpoy apgl ry 
Dovylay év KiKXw mepiPaddvrec dmXirat, Tuo te voapartec, 
karéprelay abrove, dpa yvyrio Kal yuvatl, roy émt mdyrwy 
Ocdv Xowordy érBowpévove. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. vii. c. 11. 

Some 
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IV. In the year 260, flourished Dionysius of 
Alexandria. During his time, Paul of Samosata 
asserted Christ to be a mere man, and thence 
consistently denied that he was to be worshipped 
with divine adoration. Respecting this his opinion, 
Dionysius addressed to him a letter : in which he 
charged him with notoriously running counter to 
the invariable judgment and constant practice of 
the entire Church Catholic. 

How say you: that Christ is merely an eminent 
man, and that he is not THE TRUE GOD WHO IS TO BE 


Some have conjectured, that, in this passage, the conjunction 
kat ought to be inserted between Oedy and Xpcordv: others, 
that the word Xovoroyv is an interpolation. 

Each conjecture is built on the principle, that the words of 
the invocation are those not of the Phrygian martyrs but of the 
historian himself, and that such phraseology accords not with 
the ordinary ‘phraseology of Eusebius. 

I cannot but deem such criticism not a little arbitrary. 
Without a shadow of proof, it is first assumed, that the words 
of the invocation are the words of Eusebius, and that they are 
not (as they naturally purport to be) the honestly recorded 
words of the martyrs themselves : and, upon this perfectly gra- 
tuitous assumption, it is next asserted, without a shadow of evi- 
dence, that the passage has been corrupted. Truly, we shall 
make quick work with an ancient author, if such liberties be 
warrantable. 

With respect to Eusebius himself, the subject of this criticism, 
he employs a nearly similar expression in describing the conduct 
of Porphyrius at his martyrdom. He -says of him, that he suf- 
fered, roy Yiov rod Oecd “Inoody BonOov éxrpowpevoc, Luseb. 
de Martyr. Palest. c. x1. p. 277. Paris. 1678. 
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WORSHIPPED ABOVE THE WHOLE CREATION CONJOINTLY 
WITH THE FATHER AND THE HOLY GHOST; vim JI 
mean, who became incarnate from Mary the holy 
virgin and mother of God ?2—For, on our account, 
he submitted to be born of woman. Whence also, 
for our sake, having emptied himself, he submitted to 
suffering : and, though he humbled himself to death 
even the death of the cross, yet with God he is 
equal’. 

We may remark: that the worship of Christ is 
here fixed upon its only legitimate basis, the cir- 
cumstance of his essential divinity. 

V. Contemporaneously with Dionysius flourished 
the Latin Father Novatian : for he lived about the 
year 254. 

This writer argues, that Christ cannot but be 
God: and he rests his argument upon the fact of 
Christ’s omnipresence, as involved in the then 
familiar circumstance of his universally receiving 
religious invocation. 

If Christ were only a man: how, WHEN INvo- 
CATED, 2s he every where present 2 For omnipresence 


’ Tle ov A€yerc, dvOpwroy karekaiperoy tov Xprordy, Kal ob 
\ o/ 5 \ x ij ‘ / la 
Ocov ovra adnOivoyv, Kal rpockvvotpevoy Tapa whone KrloEwe 
\ \ \ ct , f \ , ~ 
ouv Mlarpi kat “Ayiw Ivevpari, tov capxwbévra ék ripe aylac 
mapBevov Kai Beordxov Mapiac;—Av jpdc yao Karedé~aro ye- 
, Le or e/ a. \ 7 € \ ¢ ~ 75 
veoQat ex yuvaikoc Obey kai 70 waBoc brép fudy Karedééaro, 
/ ¢ We een / of r r \ 
Kevwoacg sauTov' Kal, TamEewwoac Ewe Oavarov, Oavdrou oe 
~ Tv ~ e . 
aTaupov, toa Oeow vrapyet. Dionys. Alex. Epist.. adv. Paul. 
Samosat. Oper. p. 210, 211. Rom. 1796. 
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is the nature, not of man, but of God. Ir CHRIST 
WERE ONLY A MAN: WHY, IN OUR PRAYERS, IS A MAN 
INVOCATED AS OUR MEDIATOR? Since, to afford us 
salvation, the invocation of a mere man may well be 
deemed inefficacious °. 

VI. To the same age belonged Cyprian: for 
we may place him about the year 250. His testi- 
mony to the Fact of Christ being universally 
invocated perfectly agrees with that of the wit- 
nesses already adduced. 

God the Father commanded: that “1s OWN SON 
SHOULD BE ADORED. The Apostle Paul, therefore, 
mindful of the divine precept, determines and says : 
God hath highly exalted him: and hath given him 
a name which is above every name ; that at the name 
of Jesus every knee should bow, of things in heaven, 
and of things in earth, and of things under the earth. 
In the Apocalypse, also, the angel resists John when 
wishing to adore him, and says: See thou do it not ; 
for I am thy fellow-servant and of thy brethren: 
ADORE THE LORD JESUS °. 


1 Si homo tantummodo Christus, quomodo adest ubique in- 
vocatus ; cum hec hominis natura non sit, sed Dei, ut adesse 
omni loco possit 2? Si homo tantummodo Christus, cur homo in 
orationibus mediator invocatur ; cum invocatio hominis ad _ pree- 
standam salutem inefficax judicetur ? Novat. de Trin. in Oper. 
Tertull. p. 610. 

2 Pater Deus precepit Filium suum adorari: et Apostolus 
Paulus, divini preecepti memor, ponit et dicit: Deus exaltavit 
eum, et donavit illi nomen quod est super omne nomen; ut im 


nomine Jesu omne genu flectatur, coelestium, terrestrium, et infer- 
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The brethren who are in chains, and the presbyters, 
and the whole Church which with the greatest anxiety 
watches for ALL WHO INVOCATE THE NAME OF THE 

‘LORD, salute you’. 

If Christ laboured and watched and prayed for us 
and for our sins: how much more ought we to be 
urgent in our supplications. How mucH MoRE 
OUGHT WE FIRST TO PRAY AND TO BESEECH THE LORD 
HIMSELF, and then through him to satisfy God the 
Father. We have an advocate and a deprecator for 
our sins, even Jesus Christ our Lord and our God’. 

By how much the greater anxiety we felt for those 
confessors, who through craft were circumvented, and 


norum: et, in Apocalypsi, angelus Johanni volenti adorare se 
resistit et dicit : Vide ne feceris, quia conservus tuus sum et fra- 
trum tuorum ; Jesum Dominum adora. Cyprian. de bon. patient. 
Oper. vol. i. p. 220. Oxon. 1682. 

Cyprian seems to have read r@ xupiy mpooxiynoor, and by 
7p xupiy to have understood Christ. This peculiar mode of 
quotation, however, I am no way concerned with : for my object 
is simply to bring evidence to the fact, that the early Christians 
of the three first centuries habitually worshipped Christ as God. 
_ * Salutant vos fratres qui sunt in vinculis, et presbyteri, et 
tota Ecclesia, quee et ipsa cum summa sollicitudine excubat pro 
omnibus qui invocant nomen Domini. Cyprian. Epist. viii. Oper. 
vol. 11. p, 18. 

* Quod si pro nobis ac pro delictis nostris ille et laborabat 
et vigilabat et precabatur, quanto nos magis insistere precibus 
et orare, et primo ipsum Dominum rogare, tum deinde per 
ipsum Deo Patri satisfacere debemus. Habemus advocatum 
et deprecatorem pro peccatis nostris Jesum Christum Dominum 


et Deum nostrum, Cyprian. Epist. xi. Oper. vol. ii. p. 25. 
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who were well nigh deceived and alienated from the 
Church: with so much the greater joy were we 
affected, and with so much the more devotion DID WE 
OFFER UP THANKSGIVINGS TO THE OMNIPOTENT GOD 
AND TO CHRIST OUR LORD, when, perceiving. their 
error, they freely returned to the Church whence they 
had departed——These matters, therefore, dearest 
brother, we transmitted to thee in writing: that, 
without any delay, as if present in that Convocation 
of the Clergy and in that Assembly of the People, 
THOU WOULDEST OFFER UP THANKSGIVINGS TO THE 
OMNIPOTENT GOD AND TO CHRIST OUR LORD °. 

We profess, dearest brother: that WE BOTH HAVE 
OFFERED UP AND DO OFFER UP, WITHOUT CEASING, 
THE GREATEST THANKSGIVINGS TO GOD THE FATHER 
ALMIGHTY AND TO HIS CHRIST OUR LORD AND GOD AND 
saviour, that the Church is thus divinely protected *. 


* Quantam sollicitudinem et anxietatem sustinuimus de us 
confessoribus, qui, dolo et malitia hominis callidi et veteratoris, 
fuerant circumventi, et pene decepti, et ab Ecclesia alienati ; 
tanta leetitia adfecti sumus, et Deo Omnipotenti et Christo Do- 
mino nostro gratias egimus, cum ii, cognito suo errore, et intel- 
lecta hominis maligni velut serpentis astutia venenata, ad 
Ecclesiam, unde exierant, sicut ipsi ex suo corde profitentur, 
simplici voluntate venerunt.—Hec igitur, frater carissime, 
eadem hora, eodem momento, ad te scripta transmisimus ;— 
ut, nulla procrastinatione habita, velut preesens in isto Clero et 
in isto Populi cceetu, Deo Omnipotenti et Christo Domino nostro 
gratias ageres. Cyprian. Epist. xlix. Oper. vol. i. p. 92, 95. 

? Et egisse nos et agere, frater carissime, maximas gratias, 


sine cessatione, profitemur, Deo Patri Omnipotenti et Christo 
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VII. Let us next hear the testimony of Origen, 
who flourished about the year 240. 

WE WORSHIP ONE GOD, THE FATHER AND THE SON.— 
Nor do we adore, with too excessive a degree of 
worship, a person who appeared but the other day, 
as if he had previously existed not. For we believe 
him, when he said; Before Abraham was, I am: 
and when he said; I am the Truth. Inasmuch as 
no person among us is such a besotted slave, as to 
imagine: that the substance of the Truth existed not 
before the times of the bodily coming of Christ. 
WE WoRSHIP, THEREFORE, THE FATHER OF THE TRUTH 
AND THE SON THE TRUTH, being two in point of per- 
son, but being one in consent and agreement and 
rdentity of will. So that he, who has seen the Son 
(since the Son is the brightness from the glory and 
the very impress of the substance of God), has seen 
God in him who is the image of God.—Tur one 
GOD, AND HIS ONE SON AND WORD AND IMAGE, WE 
WORSHIP WITH PRAYERS AND HONOURS ACCORDING TO 
OUR POWER; Offering up our supplications to the 
God of all things through his only-begotten Son: 
TO WHOM, INDEED, WE ADDRESS THEM FIRST; beseech- 
ing him, inasmuch as he is the propitiation for our 
sins, to offer, as our High-Priest, both our prayers 
and our sacrifices and our intercessions to him who is 


God over all’. 


ejus Domino et Deo nostro Salvatori, quod sic Ecclesia divinitus 
protegatur. Cyprian. Epist. I. Oper. vol. ii. p. 94. 


/ > \ iN , 
* "Eva ovyv Qedr, we aTocEedwKapev, TOY Ilaréoa kai rov Yior, 
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We must pray to the alone God who is over all: 
and WE MUST PRAY TO THE ONLY-BEGOTTEN, EVEN TO 
HIM WHO WAS BORN BEFORE THE WHOLE CREATION, 
THE WORD OF GoD! 

VIII. Exactly the same testimony is borne fi 
Tertullian, who lived about the year 200. 

The kingdom and the name of Christ are every 
where extended. Every where he is believed on. 
By ALL THE ABOVE SPECIFIED NATIONS HE IS WOR- 
suippep. Every where he reigns. EVERY WHERE 


Oeparevopev.—Kat ob rov évayxoc ye pavévra, we mpdrepoy ovK 
O vreo0onakev ‘ atvra yao meOducOa ro eimdvrt, Tol 
ovra, uTepBonokevoperv T® ‘yao pe y vrt, IIply 
"APoacp yevécOu, éyw ei’ Kal éyorTt, "Evyw cir Y ad7Oeca’ 
as’ ? ef € ~ ’ cy O , > ea af Q e t ~ 
Kal ovYX OUTW TLC HWY EoTLY avOpaTOdOY, we oleaBat Ort H} Tic 
3 y Peele \ AS , as me eas KS , ai 
adnbeiac ovoia 700 THY ypoYwY Tij¢ TOU Xovorov ETLOAVELAC OUK 
Hv. Opnoxevopey ody roy Iarépa rife dAnOeiac, Kal roy Yiov 
THY adiOeav, Ovra Ovo TH UTOCTaCEL TOMYyaTA, EV O€ TH Opovol 
7 / , N et df ’ HACE ¢ 

\ ~ , \ =~ { ~ 7 5 e ‘ € 
kal rH ovpowria Kal rH TavToryTL Tov PovAhparoc’ we TOY Ewoa- 
K / >f Yio s/ ; a) id ~ Ook a \ a PMs ~ 
éra Tov Yioy (Ovra drabyacpa rijc Odéne, Kal yapakrijoa rifc 
e Vg ee ~ € , ? aie sf ped, ~ ~ 
UTooTacEwe TOV OEov) EwpaKéevat Ev aU’T@, OVTL EiKOVL TOU Oeod, 
tov Ocdv.—Tov Eva Oedv, Kat rov Eva Yidy avrov Kal Adyoy 

\ 9 , ~ ‘ \ \ e ~ ee , \ bei A (if 
kal Eikdva, raic kara 70 dvvaroy hpiv ikeciate Kal diwwoece oé- 

, ~ ~ ~ ef \ rg \ i, 

Pomev, meocdyorrec TH O&M THY Owy Tac EvXaE CL TOU poVvO- 
yevouc avTov’  TeWTOY ToeOThepopey adrac, diwiyTEec adToy, 
ihacpoy byTa TOY apapTiy id, ToocayayEly, Wo dpyLepea, 
Kal evyac kal rac Ovolac kai rac évrevsecc WUOv To Ext Taare 
O«~. Orig. cont. Cels. lib, viii. p. 386. 

* Movy yap moocevkréoy ty éxt waar Oe@* Kal mpocEvKTéoV 

Lond ~ \ / la Vf / ~ e 

YE TY povoyEvel Kal TPWroTOKY TaoNe KTicewc, Adyy Oeov. Orig. 
cont. Cels. lib. vil. p. 395. I have already cited another 
passage to the same effect from Ibid. p. 422. See above, 
book i. chap. 3. § 1v. 3. 
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HE IS ADORED. Among all he is equally distributed. 
With him, a king has no especial favour: to him, an 
emperious barbarian is no matter of exultation. In 
his eyes, personal dignity and high nobility of birth 
possess no peculiar merit. To all, he is equal: to 
all, he is their King : to all, he is their Judge: to all, 
he is their God and their Lord’. 

Finally, with respect to the expression An Eternal 
Throne, such an expression agrees better with Christ 
the Son of God, than with Solomon a temporal king 
who reigned only over Israel. For, av THIS DAY, 
NATIONS, WHICH ONCE KNEW HIM NOT, INVOCATE 
cuRIsT: and, at this day, tribes flee for refuge to 
Christ, of whom formerly they were ignorant”. 

IX. We now come to the evidence of Clement 
of Alexandria, who flourished about the year 194, 


* Christi autem regnum et nomen ubique porrigitur. Ubique 
creditur : ab omnibus gentibus supra enumeratis colitur : ubique 
regnat: ubique adoratur: omnibus ubique tribuitur equaliter : 
non regis apud illum major gratia: non barbari alicujus imper- 
iosi leetitia: non dignitatum aut natalium cujusquam discreta 
merita: omnibus, zqualis; omnibus, rex ; omnibus, judex ; 
omnibus, Deus et Dominus est. Tertull. adv. Jud. Oper. 
p. 126. See also Tertull. Apol. adv. Gent. Oper. p. 848. 

* Denique et Thronus in z2vum magis Christo Dei Filio com- 
petit, quam Salamoni temporali scilicet regi qui soli Israel 
regnavit. Christum enim hodie invocant nationes, que eum 
non sciebant: et populi hodie ad Christum confugiunt, quem 
retro ignorabant. Tertull. adv. Jud. Oper. p. 142. Nearly 
the same passage occurs also in Tertull. adv. Marcion. lib. iii. 
§ 14, Oper. p. 210, 211. 
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and who claims to have personally received the 
apostolic seed of his doctrine and practice from 
those holy men who had themselves been in- 
structed by Peter and James and John and Paul’. 

Belheve, O man, him, who is at once both man and 
God: believe, O man, him, who suffered, and wuo 
YET AS THE LIVING GOD IS WORSHIPPED ”. 

for the Lord perfected not, in a short time, so 
great a work, without the divine providence: in 
appearance, despicable ; IN FACT, WORSHIPPED; the 
purifier, and the saviour, and the benignant ; the 
divine Word, who is truly God most manifest, who 
is equalled to the Lord of all things, because he was 
his Son, and the Word was in God *. 

As for what remains in such a panegyric of the 
Word, TO THE WORD LET US THUS OFFER UP OUR 
PRAYERS. 

* Ot per riy adnOi rij¢ pakapiac owlovrec CvdacKkanrlac Taod= 
coo, evOve amd Ilérpov re kat lakefov, “Iwavvov re cal Iav- 
ov, Twv aylwy droorddwy, raic mapa marpoc eékdexdpevoc’ 
Odyot O€ OL warpdoLy Guotoe’ Koy O& ody Oem Kal ic ude Ta 
TOOyOviKa Ekelva Kat drooTohiKa KaraOnodpevor oméppara. Clem. 
Alex. Strom. lib. i. Oper. p. 274, 275. Colon. 1688. 

* Hiorevooy, dvOowre, dvOparw kai Oc" riorevoor, dvOowre, 
To TaQorvrt, Kat TeboKYVYOUpPEYy Oe@ L@vTt. Clem. Admon. ad 
Gent. Oper. p. 66. 

* Ov yap ay otruc¢ Ev Oy ypdvy ToGovTOY Epyor, tvev Deiac 
kndepoviac, énvucev 6 Kuouoe, dee Karappovoupevoc, toyo 
mpookuvoupevoc, 6 KaBdpotoe Kat owrnploc Kal petdixtoc, 6 Oetoc 
Aoyoc, 0 pavepwraroc OvTwe OEdc, 6 TO deoméryn TOY Ow ébe~ 
owbeicr Ore iy vio abrod, Kal 6 Adyoe iy év 7G OcH. Clem. 


Admon. ad Gent, Oper. p. 68. 


80 THE APOSTOLICITY [BOOK I. 


O thou, the instructor, be propitious to thy chil- 
dren: FATHER, CHARIOTEER OF ISRAEL, SON AND 
FATHER, BOTH ONE, 0 LORD! Grant unto us, who 
follow thy commandments, to accomplish the likeness 
of thy image, and to apprehend, according to our 
strength, the good God and the clement Judge: and 
grant universally, that, when, in tranquil agreement 
with the Holy Spirit, we shall wavelessly have sailed 
over the flood of sin, we, living in thy peace, may be 
translated to thy city. BY NIGHT, BY DAY, EVEN TO 
THE PERFECT DAY, LET US OFFER PRAISE AND THANKS- 
GIVING, TO THE INEFFABLE WISDOM, TO THE ALONE 
FATHER AND SON, TO THE SON AND THE FATHER, TO 
THE SON THE INSTRUCTOR AND TEACHER, AND TOGE- 
THER ALSO WITH THEM TO THE HOLY GHosT. All 
things are to the One: in whom are all things: on 
account of whom, all things are one: on account of 
whom, is eternity : whose members we all are: whose 
are the glory, the worlds. To the Good are all 
things: to the Excellent are all things : to the Wise 
are all things: to the Just are all things. To 
whom be glory, both now and for ever. Amen’. 


lame \ \ wit 7 r ~ , a , 
Omep prev Nouroy emt TovauTy Tavnyuper TOV Aoyov, TO Aoyw 
fe 

mpocevewueba. 
: ~ ~ \ , r 

TAaM rote coic, TaWaywye, wardioic, Marep, Hhrioye "Lloparr, 
Yié cal ILarep, tv dpdw, Koore. Ade 0€ typitv, roic cote éropé~ 
vote TapayyéApacl, TO Omotwpa mwANPWout Tic Eikdvoc, aicAd- 
veoOai Te, KaTa Kpadroc, dyafov rov Oeov Kpirov TE pry miKpOv" 

\ / of : > a ape ~ + , ? 
kal mapacye dmarra airoc, Ev eiphyn tH on TodtrEvopévouc, Ev 


TH on peraTiBepevove moXEL, dkupdyvrwe rig &papriag Tov KAv= 
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X. From the testimony of Clement, let us as- 
cend to that of Melito of Sardis, who flourished 
about the year 170. 

We are worshippers, not of stones which possess 
no sensation, but of the only God who is before all 
things and above all things. And we ARE WoRSHIP- 
PERS LIKEWISE OF HIS CHRIST, TRULY, BEFORE THE 
WORLDS, GOD THE WORD}. 

AI. I shall next, in the regular order of retro- 
gressive chronology, cite a competent pagan wit- 
ness to the naked racr: that The adoration of 
Christ was the uniform practice of the early Church. 

Lucian of Samosata is commonly thought to 
have been born in the year 90 and to have died in 
the year 180. Hence, at the lowest computation, 
we may view him as flourishing about the year 
150 or about the middle of the second century. 


t ~ e y a 4 
dwva duaTeboavrac, yadnrwyrrac ayiy oupdepecOar Ivebuare. 
Logia TH dvexdpaorw, viKrwp, ped’ hpéoay, eic rv Tedelay 
HpEpay, evxaptorovyvrag aiveiv, aivovyrac evXapLOTELY, TH povO 

\ \ t~ t~ x \ \ land a \ Q / tw~ 
Ilarpi kat Yio, Yio cai Marpi, Tawaywyo Kal OlwWackd do Yio, 
ovy Kal T@ ‘Ayiy Hvebpares wavra ro evi év @ Ta mdyvra’ ov 
a x , A 9 A ae aed cS , / - g ,~ < 
ov Ta Tavra Ev’ Cu Ov TO dei? Ov péAn TarTEc’ ov ddéa, aidvec 

ee ~ ° ~ / ~ ~ , ~ ~ ~ 7 , 
mTavTa TY dyalo, TavTa TH KAO, TdyTA TO cody, TP) OtKaly 
Ta mdvra’ @ H Odéa Kal viv Kal cic Tove aidvac. "Aphy. Clem. 
Peedag. lib. iii.c. 12. Oper. p. 266. 

* Ob éopev ALOwy oddepiay aicOnowy éxdvrwy Osoarevrat, 
> A , ~ ~ \ , \ a / ‘ \ of ~ 
ada povov Ogov Tov mp0 mayvTwy Kal éxt wdytwyt Kal Ere row 
Xptorov avrov, dvrwe Oeov Adyov 700 aiwvoy, éopev Oonokeural, 
Melit. Apol. in Chron, Pasch. ad A. D. 164,165. apud Routh. 
Relig. Sacr. vol. i. p. 112. 
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This man resided, for a considerable time, at 
Antioch: where a flourishing Church had been 
planted by the Apostles themselves, and where the 
disciples of our Lord were first called Christians. 

He may be considered, therefore, as an im- 
portant witness, because a concurring and uncon- 
tradicted witness, to the doctrine and to the prac- 
tice of the primitive believers his contemporaries 
and fellow-citizens. 

CHRISTIANS STILL WORSHIP THAT GREAT MAN, WHO 
WAS CRUCIFIED IN PALESTINE; because he introduced 
into life these new mysteries.—For this first law- 
giver of theirs persuaded them: that, when they 
should once have rejected the gods of Greece, and 
should have agreed TO WORSHIP THEIR CRUCIFIED 
sopuist, and should have undertaken to lve accord- 
ing to his laws, they would all become brethren to 
each other’. 

The testimony of Lucian, we may observe, 
vouches for the ecclesiastical practice, not only of 
the middle of the second century, but likewise of a 
period yet more early. Speaking of his own times, 
this writer attests: that Christians, renouncing the 


1 TS / ~ 2 3 / yy : \ ? ~ 
Ov péyay your éxetvoy ere céBovoty dvOowror, TOY Ev TH 
Hadaorivn dvacxodomisbérvra, Ore Kawiy ravrny Tereriy Eloh- 
’ \ iA of \ e Me e ~ of 
yaryev ec TOV y Biov.— Ezeira 0€ 6 vopobérne 6 mo@Toc Emetoerv 
° \ v \ * 
avrove, we ddeAdol mdyrec eiev dA\AHAwY* Eredouy, mak wapa- 
\ \ \ \ * s 
Bavrec, Beove péev rove ‘EXAnviKove draprvhowvrat, Tov O& dvEc- 
> ~ ~ ~ x 
Kodomoplevoy éxeivoy cogioTiy a’ray rpookvv@ot, Kal KaTa TOvE 
éxeivov vopove wot. Lucian. de mort. Peregrin. Oper. vol. iil. 
p. 338, 334, 337, 338. Reitz, Amstel. 1743. 
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adoration of the gentile gods, s¢i/d worshipped him 
that was crucified. Now the word stil/, when thus 
employed, evidently imports: that Christians con- 
tinued then to do, what they were well known to 
have always done. 

XII. With this testimony of Lucian, the dying 
prayer of the venerable Polycarp, and the lan- 
guage of the Church of Smyrna in communicating 
the particulars of his martyrdom, will be found 
exactly to correspond: a circumstance, which, as 
Polycarp sealed the truth with his blood in the 
year 147, shews, that, in respect at least to the 
adoration of Christ, Lucian did not misrepresent 
the primitive Christians '. 


* I follow Bishop Pearson in assigning the year 147, as the 
date of Polycarp’s martyrdom. It strikes me, as being much 
more probable, than any one of the several years 166 or 167 
or 169 or 175, which have been variously selected by Tillemont 
and Basnage and Usher and Petit and other writers. 

If Polycarp were appointed Bishop of Smyrna by the Apostles, 
a fact asserted by his pupil Irenéus ; it is difficult to compre- 
hend, how his martyrdom can have occurred much later than 
the year 147: for St. John, who outlived all his brethren, died 
in the year 100. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 3. § 3. p. 171. He 
suffered, it is true, in extreme old age; valdé senex, as Irenéus 
speaks: and he himself intimates, that, at the time of his mar- 
tyrdom, he had served Christ etghty and six years, reckoning 
from the date of his conversion. Epist. Eccles. Smyrn. § ix. 
Patr. Apost. Cotel. vol. ii. p. 198. Yet, to make the arrange- 
ment consistent, his age, on the hypothesis that he suffered in 
the year 166 or 167 or 169 or 175, must have been well nigh 
incredible. We can scarcely suppose a man, in the evidently 


Ga 
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1. Polycarp, the disciple of St. John, had been, 
by the Apostles appointed Bishop of Smyrna in 
the course of the first century. 

At the stake, he is recorded to have used the 
following prayer. 

O Lord God Almighty, the Father of thy well- 
beloved and blessed Son Jesus Christ, through whom 
we have recewed the knowledge of thee; God of 
angels and powers and the whole creation and the 
entire race of the gust who live before thee: TI bless 
thee, that thou hast thought me worthy of this day 
and hour, that I may receive a portion in the num- 
ber of thy martyrs, in the cup of thy Christ, to the 
resurrection of eternal life, both of the soul and of 
the body, in the incorruptibility of the Holy Ghost : 
among whom may I be recewed today before thee, in 


full possession of his faculties, to have exceeded a century. 
Now, according to this estimate, if, at the age of a century, 
Polycarp suffered martyrdom even so early as the year 166 ; 
which is the earliest of the four proposed Jater dates : he must 
have been born in the year 66. But, by reason of their several 
deaths, he could not have been appointed Bishop by the Apos- 
iles (Irenéus speaks plurally, ab Apostolis), later than about the 
year 83. Therefore, if he suffered in the year 166, and if con- 
sequently he were born in the year 66 ; he could not have been 
older than seventeen years, when appointed Bishop by the 
Apostles: a matter quite incredible. 

The precise date of the martyrdom, however, is of no conse- 
quence to my present inquiry. Whenever Polycarp suffered, 
the doctrine, which he taught in the Church of Smyrna, would 
be the doctrine which he received from St. John. 
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a fat and acceptable sacrifice, as thou, the true God, 
hast prepared and premanifested and fulfilled. On 
account of this, and concerning all things, I praise 
thee, and bless thee, and glorify thee, TOGETHER WITH 
THE ETERNAL AND SUPERCELESTIAL JESUS CHRIST THY 
BELOVED SON: WITH WHOM, TO THEE AND TO THE 
HOLY GHOST, BE GLORY BOTH NOW AND FOR EVER. 
Amen’. 


* Kupue 6 O£0¢ 6 ravrokpdrwp, 6 Tov ayarnrod Kal evNoynTOU 
made oov “Inoov Xprorov Marne, ov ov riv wept cod éexiyvwouy 
cithypaperv, 0 Oedc ayyédwy Kal dvydpewy Kal radone Tite KTioEwWS 
Kal mavTo¢ TOV yévouc THY OtKaiwy ot Hoty évwmdy gov’ Evoya 
o€, Ort Hoiwodc pe, Tijc ipépac Kal Wpac ravryc, Tov aPeiy pe 
Hépoc Ev apiug THY papripwr ov, év TO ToTNOiw TOU XoLoTOU 
gov, cic avdaoraocwy Gwijc aiwviov, Wuxijc re Kal o@paroc, év ad- 
Oapoia Uvevparoc ‘Ayiov’ év vic mpocdexOelny éEvwmtdy cov onpe- 
pov, €v Ovoig mriove kat TOOGOEKTH), kabwe TponToipacac Kat 790- 
epavepwoac Kal éxAnpwoac, 6 aevdje Kat adAnOivoc Oedc. Aca 
TOUTO, KaL wept TayTWY, aiv@ oe, EVAOYW GE, O0éalw cE, aUY 
7) aiwviy kat éxovpaviw "Incot Xpior@e, ayamtyTM cov ratcl, 
pe? ov oot Kal Ivevpare ‘Ayiy ij Odga, Kal voy Kal ele Tove per- 
Aovracg aiwvac. ’Apijy. Epist. Cathol. Eccles. Smyrn. § xiv. 
in Patr. Apost. Cotel. vol. ii. p. 200, 201. 

As exhibited by Eusebius, the concluding doxology of this 
prayer is slightly varied. 

Ata Tov aiwviov doxtépewc “Incot Xptorov, rov dyamyrov cov 
wade’ Ov ov, cot ovy avr, év IIvevpare ‘Ayio, dda, Kat viv 
Kal ele Tove Péddovrac aiwvac. "Apyyv. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. 
lib. iv. c. 15. p. 108: 

Through the eternal high-priest Jesus Christ, thy beloved 
son: through whom, to thee nith himself, in the Holy Ghost, be 
glory, both now and for ever. Amen. 

According to either reading, whether that of the Smyrnéan 
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2. That the concluding doxology of this sublime 
prayer was, on the part of Polycarp, a solemn act 
of worship addressed to the Son conjointly with the 
Father and the Holy Ghost, is, both abundantly 
evident in itself, and yet additionally manifest from 
the subsequent language of his Smyrnéans in the 
encyclical Epistle which they addressed to the 
Catholic Church at large relative to the martyrdom 
of their Bishop. 

His flock, whom he had faithfully fed during the 
term of more than half a century, and who must 
therefore have well and familiarly known the 
doctrinal sentiments of their apostolic pastor : 
while they rejected with horror the very notion of 
their adoring Polycarp, when, by their enemies, the 
possibility of their adopting such a practice was 
maliciously intimated ; and while they carefully and 
accurately distinguished, between their brotherly 
love of the martyrs, and their direct worship of 
Christ as being the Son of God: both fully acknow- 
ledged, and unreservedly vindicated, their proper 
adoration of their Redeemer. 


Epistle or that of Eusebius, the prayer of Polycarp concludes 
with a solemn joint doxology to the three persons of the Trinity : 
the Son being consistently styled, either the eternal and super- 
celestial Jesus Christ, or the eternal high-priest Jesus Christ. 

The old Latin version of Ruffinus is to the same purpose, 
though with yet another variation. 

Per sternum Deum et pontificem Jesum Christum, dilectum 
Filium tuum: per quem et cum quo, tibicum Spiritu Sancto, gloria. 
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When the envious and the wicked one, the adver- 
sary of the race of the just, saw the greatness of his 
martyrdom,—he laboured industriously, that his re- 
mains might not be taken away by us.—Hence, he 
suggested to Nicetas, the father of Herod and the 
brother of Alce, to make application to the governor, 
that his body should not be delivered for sepulture : 
LEST, said he, LEAVING THE CRUCIFIED ONE, THEY 
SHOULD BEGIN TO WORSHIP THIS PERSON. And these 
things they alleged at the suggestion and instigation 
of the Jews, who also watched us when we were about 
to take him from the fire. For they were ignorant : 
that neither can we ever forsake Christ, who suffered 
for the salvation of the saved throughout the whole 
world, the sinless for sinners ; nor that we can ever 
worship any other beside him. Because HIM TRULY, 
INASMUCH AS HE IS TITE SON OF GOD, WE ADORE: bud 
the martyrs, as disciples and imitators of the Lord, 
on account of their special affection to thew own 
King and Master, we worthily love. With whom 
may we be partakers and fellow-disciples *! 


~ 


1'O dé dyrigndoe Kal BaoKavoc kat Tovnpoc, O dvrTikelpwevoc 
To yéver tov OuKalwy, idwy 7d péyebog abrov rig paprupiac,— 
éxerhdevoev, wc pnoe TO elbavoy avrod vd’ hudy hypOein.— 
'YréBare yooy Nuchrny, 7ov tov “Hpwdov marépa ddehpov de 
"Adkne, évruxely TO GpxorTt, WoTE pr} Covvat avrov TO cwpa 
TagH pi, ono, apevrec mov éoTaupwpévoy, TovToY pswyTac 
céPecOa. - Kat ratra eimov, vroBahddvrwy Kal évoxvorrwr 
Tovdalwy, ot kal érhpnoay, peddAOvTwy iyuwy eK TOU muooc hapi~ 
Baver dyvootyrec, drt ovre TOY Xovordy wore Karahemeiy Ouvy- 
obpeOa, roy imép The TOU mayTOS KOopoU TMY owlopMévwY ouTH= 


10 
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From this passage, it is evident: that the 
primitive Church of Smyrna, the very flock of 
the Apostolic Polycarp, positively adored Christ, 
while they sémply loved the holy martyrs as his 
disciples. For not only are the two expressions, 
ADORE and Love, industriously placed in avowed 
contradistinction : but likewise the worship paid 
to Christ is systematically made to rest upon the 
circumstance of his being The Son of God; a 
title, the ascription of which was, by the early 
believers, deemed equivalent to an ascription of 
proper and essential divinity '. 

From the same passage, it is further evident: 
that the practice of the Smyrnéans was so fami- 
larly notorious, as to be well known to their ad- 


piag maQovra, a&uwpor vTED apaptwrOr, oureE Erepov TLva Gé- 
BecOar. Totrov pév yao, Yidv bvra rod Ocod, TPOoKUVOUMEY" 
rove o& fidorvpac, we praOnrac Kat flpnrac Tov Kuplov, dyaro- 
pev déiwe, Evexa evvoiac dyvuTepPBAhrou Tie ei¢ Tov idvoy Baciréa 
Kal dudoKkadoy' wy yévotro Kat Npdc Kowvwvotg re Kal CULL 
Onrac yevéoOa. Epist. Eccles. Smyrn. § xvii. in Patr. Apost. 
Cotel. vol. ui. pe12015 202, 

* Totroyv pév yao, Yiov évra rod Ocod (quippe qui sit Dei 
Filius), zpooxvvovper. 

The perfectly clear and intelligible principle, on which the 
primitive Church deemed the ascription of the title of The Son 
of God to Christ equivalent to an ascription to him of real and 
proper divinity, was this. ; 

Proper Sonship inevitably imports Consubstantiahity with the 
Father : and Consubstantiality with the Father no less inevitably 
imports L'ssential Divinity. See below, append. ii. numb. 10. 
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versaries both Jews and Gentiles. For, otherwise, 
it is clear: that, when they wished to pay the 
rites of decent sepulture to the scorched remains 
of their martyred Bishop; no opposition could 
have been made to them on the expressly specific 
ground, that any permission to that effect might 
lead to the worship of Polycarp instead of the 
worship of Christ. Accordingly, in reply, the 
Smyrnéans, we see, while they acknowledged and 
vindicated their worship of Christ, renounced with 
horror and indignation the very idea of similarly 
worshipping Polycarp. 

Such, then, was the practice of the Church of 
Smyrna only forty-seven years after the death of 
St. John : a practice, manifestly inculcated in that 
Church by Polycarp himself, who had learned his 
theology from the beloved Apostle, and who by 
immediate apostolic authority had acted as the 
chief pastor of that same Church during the un- 
interrupted term of more than half a century. 

XIII. The conversion of Justin Martyr to 
Christianity must have occurred about the year 
130. 

For it took place at some indefinite time before 
his conference with Trypho: and, as we may 
vather from the Dialogue itself, that conference 
was held in the precise year 136". 

Hence, although his first Apology was written, 


1 See above, book i. chap. 3. § III. 
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as some think, in the year 140; or, as he himself 
apparently intimates, in the year 150: both the 
doctrine and the practice, which it sets forth, will 
obviously be the doctrine and the practice of a 
much earlier date ’. | 
Not knowing that certain beings were evil demons, 
the ancients called them gods.—We, however say : 
that the perpetrators of the enormities ascribed to 
them, so far from being upright agents, are abso- 
lutely very demons most wicked and most unholy ; 
for they perform actions unlike those of even mere 
men who delight in virtue. On this account, we are 
called Atheists. And truly we confess: that we are 
indeed atheists, in regard to such beings as these 
who are reckoned gods: but we are not atheists, in 
regard to the true God, who is the parent of justice 
and temperance and all other virtues. For WIM, MOST 
ASSUREDLY ; AND HIS SON, WHO CAME FORTH FROM 
Him (and who, respecting these things, instructed 
both us and the army of the other good angels that 
follow him and that are made lke unto him) ; ann 
THE PROPHETIC SPIRIT: THESE WE WORSHIP AND WE 
ADORE, honouring them in word and in truth, and, 
to every person who wishes to learn, ungrudgingly 
delwering as we ourselves have been taught ’. 


1"Iva O€ ph Tivec ddoytoraivovrec cig AmorpoTIVY TOY OEdt- 
Oaypévwr bp hay eimwot, mpd er ExaTOY TEVTHKOVTA yeyer- 
vijobar rov Xocordv Every hyde éxl Kupnyiov. Apol. i. Oper. 
p- 65. 


> M) ércordpevor daipovac elvar pavdAove, Oeove mpocwvdpa- 
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From the plural form of this passage, we dis- 
tinctly learn: that, about the year 130 when Jus- 


fov.—Tove ratra roaéavrac daipovac, ov pdvoy pu do8ove elval, 
papev, adr Kakove Kal dvoclove daipovac, ot oboe Tole dperny 
moQovew dvOpwmoe Tac modkec Gpoiac Eyovotv. “EvOévde Kat 
aBeow KexA\jpeba’ Kal Opooyovpey roy TowvTwy voplopevwy 
Gewy aBeor elvat, dAN ob yl Tov dAnOeordrov, Kal maTpd¢ diKaLO~ 
cuvnc Kal cwdpoavyne Kal Trav ddAwY doeTwY, dvEeTipixrou Ood. 
"ANN ’Exeivdy re, kal rov map’ abrov Yidv édOdyra (Kal dWak- 
dyvra yude ravra kal rov Tov d&drAwWY Exopévwy Kal eLopovovpEe- 
voy dyaloy dyyédwy orparov), Iveta re rd roopyriKoy, oEe- 
Pouc0a kat roockuvvotpev, Noy Kal adAnVela TiuOyrec, Kal TayTi 
Povdopéry pabeivy, we edvdaxOnper, aPOdvwc mapadiddyrec. 
Justin. Apol. i. Oper. p. 43. 

I. It is a curious circumstance, that Cardinal Bellarmine and 
Dr. Priestley, whether consciously or not on the part of the 
latter, should have concurred in their translation or rather per- 
version of the leading sentence in this passage. 

Through the grammatical mechanism of making the substan- 
tive orpardv depend upon the verbs ceGdueOa and rpookvvobper, 
instead of depending (which is its true construction) upon the 
participle dvdagayra, they bring out the unexpected result, that 
Justin, almost at the beginning of the second century and while © 
the prohibitory words of the angel to St. John (Rev. xix. 10. 
xxii. 8, 9.) were still as it were ringing through the Church 
Catholic, attested the universal worship of the holy angels on 
the part of himself and of the whole collective body of 
Christians. 

Him, and the Son that came from him, says Justin, as inter- 
preted by the Cardinal and the Historian, and the host of other 
good angels who accompany and resemble him, and the prophetic 
Spirit, we adore and venerate ; in word and im truth honouring 
them. 

II. But, while these two divines thus concur in perverting 
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tin was instructed in the peculiarities of Christi- 
anity, the Catholic Church of that period, having 


the very intelligible Greek of Justin, their respective objects, 
as will readily be supposed, are widely different. 

The Cardinal, from the alleged testimony of Justin, would 
prove; that the worship of the holy angels, conjointly with that 
of the Father and the Son and the Spirit, was the practice of 
that very early generation of the primitive Church which imme- 
diately succeeded the age of the Apostle St. John: the His- 
torian, through a process by no means equally intelligible, would 
demonstrate ; that Justin and his contemporaries did not ac- 
knowledge the divinity of the Holy Ghost. 

III. With respect to the perversion before us, as Scultet and 
Bp. Bull have well remarked, its utter untenability is at once 
shewn by the circumstance of its making Justin contradict him- 
self. Scultet. Medull. Patr. in synth. doctr. Just. Mart. c. xviii. 
Bull. Defens. Fid. Nic. sect. ii. c. 4. § 8. 

In this summary manner, so far as its general merits are 
concerned, we may well be content to dismiss it: yet the reader 
may be curious to know, how, through its medium, Dr. Priestley 
contrives to demonstrate, that the divinity of the Holy Ghost 
was not acknowledged by Justin and his contemporaries. 

1. Justin Martyr, observes the Historian, never Says, iM ex- 
press words, that the Spirit is God in any sense: and, when he 
mentions worship as due to the Spirit, it is in the same sentence 
in which he speaks of it as due to angels. Hist. of Corrupt. 
part. 1. sect. 7. Works vol. v. p. 59. 

Then follows, in proof of this statement, the perversion, 
which is the joint property of himself and Cardinal Bellar- 
mine. 

(1.) Such is the not very clear argument of Dr. Priestley. 
He means, however, I suppose, that, since Justin, according to 
the perversion of his words, maintains the joint adoration of 
good angels and of the prophetic Spirit ; and since, confessedly, 
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received her doctrine and practice from the Ca- 
tholic Church of that yet earlier period which 


the good angels are not God : therefore neither, in the opinion 
of Justin, can the prophetic Spirit be God. 

(2.) It almost exceeds belief, that such an argument could 
ever have been constructed by a person, who had read the 
entire sentence even in its miserably perverted condition. 

If the joint adoration of the angels and the prophetic Spirit 
will prove, that Justin did not acknowledge the divinity of the 
Holy Ghost; it will equally prove, that he did not acknowledge 
the divinity of the Father: for, even in the Historian’s own 
adopted perversion of the passage, Justin and his contemporaries 
appear, as the joint worshippers of the Father and the good 
angels, no less than as the joint worshippers of the good angels 
and the prophetic Spirit. 

2. But Justin, it seems, never says, in express words, that the 
Spirit 1s God in any sense. 

(1.) Perhaps he may not happen to have used the precise 
term God ; though, even if he had done so, we may be assured 
that Dr. Priestley would have quibbled respecting the import 
of the title, precisely as he quibbles respecting its import when 
it is confessedly applied to the Son: but, since, even in the 
present passage, Justin says, that, by himself and by the whole 
primitive Catholic Church, the Spirit was adored conjointly with 
the Son and the Father; he says, more expressly and less am- 
biguously than any use of the mere term could purport, that, 
in the very highest sense, the Spirit is God. For, unless this be 
admitted, in attesting the peculiar worship offered up by him- 
self and by the primitive Church, Justin effectively testifies ; 
that even the Church, which had heard St. John, was neverthe- 
less hopelessly idolatrous : because, in that case, he testifies ; that 
this Church adored, conjointly with the Father whom all acknow- 
ledge to be the Supreme Deity, either a creature or a non-entity. 


(2.) To 


94. THE APOSTOLICITY [BOOK I. 


touched the apostolic age of St. John, was ac- 
customed, in express opposition to the polytheistic 


(2.) To the same purpose, he speaks in another place. 

We worship the Creator of this Universe :—and, having 
learned that Jesus Christ is the Son of him who is truly God, 
and holding the Son in the second place, we honour also, in the 
third degree, the prophetic Spirit in conjunction mith the 
Word. 

Tov dnpuovpyov rovee rod wavroe oe[3bpuevory—Yidv abrod row 
-bvrwe Ocod pafovrec, kat év devrépa ywopa Exorrec, IIvevpa re 
TPOPNTLKOY EV tpiryn rake Ore pera Adyou TYLwMpev, AmrrodeiEomer. 
Justin. Apol. i. Oper. p. 46, 47. 

According to the plain construction of this passage when 
viewed connectedly with the other passage, what can we under- 
stand by the second place and the third degree, save that, in the 
economy of the worshipped Godhead, the Son and the Spirit 
are second and third with reference to the Father who is first ? 

For it were palpable idolatrous blasphemy to say: that any 
two creatures are honoured in the second and third degrees with 
relation to the Creator, who, specially to these two creatures, 
holds the rank of the jirst degree. 

IV. It may be proper to remark: that the clause, which, for 
the sake of general perspicuity, I have inclosed within a paren- 
thesis, is in itself ambiguous. For it may be translated: either 
Who taught to us these things and the army of the other good 
angels, or Who taught these things to us and to the army of the 
other good angels. 

_ Scultet and Bishop Bull adopt the former of these two ren- 
derings: Dr. Grabe prefers the latter. After attentively con- 
sidering the clause, I have been led to take the version suggested 
by Dr. Grabe. 

1. These things, ravra, refer, I apprehend, to the attributes 
of God, his justice and temperance and all other virtues, as 
mentioned above: and, such attributes of the Divinity, it is the 
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demonolatry of the Gentiles, to worship and to 
adore Christ the Son, in conjunction with the 
Father and the prophetic Spirit; while yet, 
though avowedly worshipping these three persons, 
she ever professed to acknowledge only one God, 
to whom she could legitimately offer up the sacri- 
fice of prayer and praise and thanksgiving. 
Whether she acted right, or whether she acted 
wrong, in paying, to the Son and to the Spirit 
conjointly with the Father, that divine worship 


special office of the Son, in his character of the Word or Oracle 
of God, to teach or reveal both to men and to angels. 

2. The other good angels, to whom as well as to men he is 
said to reveal the divine attributes, are styled other, d\dwy, in 
reference to the evil demons noticed above as worshipped by 
the Pagans under the aspect of gods: for I think it evident, 
that, by these evil demons, Justin means, whether he be right 
or whether he be wrong in his opinion, the fallen or nicked 
angels. These latter are mythologically characterised by ac- 
tions, which even a morally virtuous man would abominate: 
but the other angels, who are contradistinctively good angels, 
follow or obey Christ the great prince of the heavenly host, and 
are made like unto him in all holy dispositions. 

3. Imay observe: that the superior excellence of Dr. Grabe’s 
version is strongly shewn by a parallel passage in [renéus, which 
sets forth the same doctrine of the Son being from all eternity 
the universal oracle of the Father. 

Revelaverit, enim, non solum in futurum dictum est; quasi 
tunc inciperet Verbum manifestare Patrem, cum de Maria natus: 
sed, communiter, per totum tempus positum est. Ab initio, 
enim, assistens Filius suo plasmati revelat omnisus Patrem. 
Iren, adv. heer. lib. iv. c. 14. § 6. p. 242. 
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which she refused to pay to the demon-gods of 
the Gentiles, Iam not at present concerned to 
inquire: my business is exclusively with Facts re- 
corded by History. 

Now one of these recorded racts is: that, 
Thirty years after the death of St. John, the 
Catholic Church, having been catechetically taught 
by the disciples of the Apostle and his subordinate 
contemporaries, worshipped Christ the Son in con- 
junction with the Father and the Holy Spirit. 

XIV. The strict accuracy of Justin’s record 
is fully established, not only by the teaching of 
Polycarp which has already been noticed, but 
likewise by the practice of his venerable fellow- 
disciple Ignatius who suffered martyrdom either 
in the year 107 or (as some think) in the year 
116. 

Immediately before his death, and when he was 
on the point of being led into the amphitheatre, this 
faithful servant of the Lord, kneeling down with all 
the brethren, PRAYED TO THE SON OF Gop, for the 
prosperity of the Churches, for the cessation of 
persecution, and for the prevalence of mutual love 
among all Christians ’. 


1 Otro, perd yovuKdoliac rdytwy ror ddehoav, Tapukahéoug 
tov Yiov rov Oeov, vrep TwY éxkAnovwr, ureo Tie TOU OwwypLov 
KaTraTavoewc, UTep Tie TOY ddekp@y eic dddAnAove dyarne, 
annyxOn pera orovore cic r0 dppiearpov. Martyr. Sanct. Ig- 
nat. § vi. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. ii. p. 160, 161. 

The avowed, and indeed only legitimate, principle of this 
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XV. With the joint practice of Ignatius and the 
brethren at Rome, corresponded the practice of 
the Asiatic Christians before the end of the first 
and at the beginning of the second century. 

What this practice was, we learn from the de- 
positions of the unhappy lapsed Christians, as 
made with legal formality before Pliny in the year 
103. 

They affirmed in my presence, says he, in his 
official report to Trajan, that the sum total of their 
fault or their error was this. On a stated day, 
they were wont to assemble together before sun-rise 
and ALTERNATELY TO SING AMONG THEMSELVES A 
HYMN TO CHRIST AS TO GoD}. 

Such an act as this was clearly an act of divine 
worship. 

Nor was it merely a casual act, or a partial act, 


prayer to Christ, was his divinity, here set forth, according to 
the interpretation of the primitive Church, under the phrase of 
The Son of God. 

On the same principle, Ignatius, when he appeared before 
Trajan, styled himself Theophorus or The Bearer of God: 
alleging, as the reason of such peculiar language, that, according 
to the words of Scripture, he was spiritually The Bearer of 
Christ within him. Ibid. § ii. p. 158. According, then, to 
Ignatius, Theophorus and Christophcrus, The Bearer of God 
and The Bearer of Christ, are terms equipollent and mutually 
convertible. Thus avowedly deeming Christ to be God, this 
primitive disciple of St. John consistently offered up prayer to 
Christ. 

" Plin. Epist. lib. x. epist. 97. 

VOL. I. H 
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or an unadvised act. The deponents stated : that 
Christians, universally and collectively, were ac- 
customed, on a fixed day, to sing a hymn to 
Christ as to God. Their evidence makes no ex- 
ceptions. It distinctly states the universal and 
liturgical practice of the Catholic Church, in the 
year 103, or three years after the death of St. 
John. 

Nor is this all. Some of the deponents alleged 
themselves to have apostatised from Christianity 
more than twenty years previous to their appear- 
ance before Pliny’. Such being the case, they 
attested: that the worship of Christ as God was 
established in the Church, at least as early as the 
year 83, or seventeen years anterior to the death 
of St. John. 

XVI. With the chaunting of hymns to Christ 
as to God, the primitive Church, in her regular 
congregational worship, associated the recitation 
of prayers to the same believed divine person. 

As a specimen of these united acts of adoration, 
I subjoin, in illustrative confirmation of the pre- 
ceding mass of evidence, a public prayer to Christ, 
under the character of the only-begotten Deity the 
Son of the great Father, extracted from the Cle- 
~mentine Liturgy: which Liturgy, though, like 
the other primeval Liturgies, not committed to 
writing until the fifth century, must, at the very 


' Plin. Epist. lib. x. epist. 97. 
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lowest estimation, be substantially deemed as an- 
cient as the third century ; and which may justly 
be viewed, as reflecting the devotional exercises 
of a yet earlier period. 

O thou, that didst bind the strong man, and didst 
spotl all his goods ; thou, that didst give us power 
to tread upon serpents and scorpions and to prevail 
over all the strength of the enemy ; thou, who didst 
deliver to us, a bound captive, as a sparrow to 
children, the man-slaying serpent, whom all things 
dread and fear, from the face of thy power ; thou, 
who didst cast him down broken, from heaven to 
earth, like lightning, not indeed by a topical break- 
img, but from honour to dishonour, on account of 
his voluntary malignity ; thou, whose aspect drieth 
up the abyss, and whose threat dissolveth the moun- 
tains, and whose truth abideth for ever ; thou, whom 
babes praise, and whom sucklings eulogise ; thou, 
whom angels hymn and adore ; thou, who lookest 
upon the earth, and causest it to tremble ; thou, who 
touchest the mountains, and they do smoke; thou, 
who threatenest the sea and driest it up, and who 
turnest all the rivers into a wilderness; thou, the 
dust of whose feet are the clouds ; thou, who walhest 
upon the sea as upon the solid ground: oNty-BE- 
GOTTEN GOD, SON OF THE GREAT FATHER; REBUKE 
THE EVIL SPIRITS, AND DELIVER THE WORKS OF THINE 
HANDS FROM THE POWER OF THE ALIEN SPIRIT. For, 
to thee, are glory and honour and worship ; and, 

H 2 
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through thee, to thy Father, in the Holy Ghost ; for 
ever and ever. Amen’. 

XVII. Step by step, in regular succession, we 
have now, without the slightest variation im our 
evidence, arrived at the apostolic age itself: and, 
as I see not why the sacred records should be 
deemed less capable of bearing testimony to a FACT 
than any other records, I feel perfectly justified 
in summoning them also to appear as witnesses. 

1. The Apocalypse of St. John, we have reason 
to believe, was written in the reign of Domitian 
about the year 97: for, though some place its 
composition earlier, I am willing to take the lowest 
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cic rouc aiwvac. “Api. Constit. Apost. lib. Vill. Cc. 7. 
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date. It was written, consequently, about six years 
anterior to the deposition of the lapsed, made 
before the tribunal of Pliny: that, on a stated day, 
Christians, in their liturgical worship, were accus- 
tomed to sing a hymn to Christ as to God. 

(1.) Now this inspired document exhibits to us 
at least three distinct instances, of prayer or praise 
or thanksgiving, all of which are indisputable acts 
of divine adoration, being directly offered up to 
the Lord Jesus Christ. 

The first instance occurs immediately before the 
opening of the seven seals. 

L beheld: and, lo, in the midst of the throne and 
of the four beasts and in the midst of the elders, stood 
a Lamb as it had been slain. — 

And, when he had taken the book, the four beasts 
and the four and twenty elders FELL DOWN BEFORE 
THE LAMB, having every one of them harps and 
golden vials full of odours which are the prayers of 
saints. 

And they sang a new song, saying: Thou art 
worthy to take the book and to open the seals thereof. 
for thou wast slain: and thou hast redeemed us to 
God, by thy blood, out of every kindred and tongue 
and people and nation.— 

And I heard the voice of many angels round about 
the throne and the beasts and the elders, saying, 
with a loud voice : WORTHY IS THE LAMB, WHICH WAS 
SLAIN, TO RECEIVE POWER AND RICHES AND WISDOM 
AND STRENGTH AND HONOUR AND GLORY AND BLESSING. 


102 THE APOSTOLICITY [BOOK I. 


And every creature, which ts in heaven and on the 
earth, and such as are in the sea, and all that are in 
them, heard I, saying: BLESSING AND HONOUR AND 
GLORY AND POWER BE UNTO HIM THAT SITTETH UPON 
THE THRONE AND UNTO THE LAMB, FOR EVER AND 
EVER’. 

The second instance occurs immediately after 
the mystic sealing of God’s elect out of the twelve 
tribes of the figurative Israel. 

After this, I beheld: and, lo, a great multitude 
which no man could number, of all nations and 
kindreds and people and tongues, stood before the 
throne and before the Lamb, clothed in white robes, 
and palms in ther hands. And they cried with a 
loud voice, saying: SALVATION TO OUR GOD WHICH 
SITTETH UPON THE THRONE AND UNTO THE LAMB ?. 

The third instance occurs at the close of the 
Apocalypse : and it exhibits to us an act of prayer, 
addressed by John himself to the Lord Jesus 
Christ ; that, according to his word, he would 
hasten the time of his second advent, and thus 
quickly bring deliverance to his afflicted Church. 

fe, which testifieth these things, saith: Surely, 
L come quickly. 

“AMEN. EVEN SO BEIT. COME, LORD JESUS *. 

(2.) From such instances of even celestial wor- 
ship, recorded in a sacred book, familiarly, as we 


? Rev. v. 6—13. * Revi wit op, 


> Rev. xxi. 20. 
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are told by Justin and Irenéus, known to the: 
Christians of the second century: those Christ- 
ians, I think, could draw only one conclusion '. 

If Christ, by an inspired Apostle, were blame- 
lessly described, as receiving, conjointly with the 
Father, the praise and thanksgiving and adoration 
of every creature; and if, by the same inspired 
Apostle, a prayer could blamelessly be offered up 
to Christ, that he would come quickly according 
to his word : certainly, the same worship might be, 
or rather ought to be, rendered to the divine Re- 
deemer by the Catholic Church upon earth. 

Now, in point of fact, as we have seen from 
positive and distinct testimony, this worship was 
invariably rendered to Christ, from at least seven- 
teen years before the death of St. John down to 
the era of the first Nicene Council: and, when, 
with the circumstance set forth by this testimony, 
we compare what may be termed the poetical 
machinery of the Apocalypse, there can, I appre- 
hend, be little doubt; that the imagery, of the 
sacred hymns addressed by the whole creation jointly 
to the Father and to the Son, was borrowed from 
those primitive hymns of the Church, which, in 
like manner, were jointly addressed to the alone 
God who is over all and to his only-begotten Son 


God the Word?. 


* See Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 240. Tren. adv. her. 
lib. v. c. 25. § 5, 6. p. 355, 


2 ef ‘ * / \ > A ~ , P \ } \ \ 
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Hence, if such adoration were idolatrous; and 
idolatrous it must have been, unless Christ be very 
and essential God: I see not, how the inference 
can be avoided; that the inspired Apostle himself, 
by his own writings, encouraged and confirmed the 


povoyervy, avrov Ocov Adyor" kal bpvotpév ye Oedy Kai roy povo- 
yevy avrov. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. viii. p- 422. See above, 
book 1. chap. 3. § rv. 

Such is the account of the liturgical apocalyptic imagery, 
rightly given by Sir Isaac Newton. 

‘The beasts and elders represent the primitive Christians of 
all nations: and the worship of these Christians in their 
churches is here represented under the form of worshipping God 
and the Lamb in the temple ; God for his benefaction in creat- 
ing all things, and the Lamb for his benefaction in redeeming 
us mith his blood ; God as sitting upon the throne and living 
for ever, and the Lamb as exalted above all by the merits of 
his death. Rev. v. 11—14. This mas the worship of the pri- 
mitive Christians. Observ. on the Apoc. chap. ii. p. 262, 263. 

Dr. Priestley specially recommends to the serious considera- 
tion of all ‘Trinitarians the alleged racr, that the primitive 
Christians did not worship Christ, but that they habitually 
worshipped the Father only. 

The accuracy of such an allegation had already, we see, 
been anticipatively denied by Sir Isaac Newton: for he states, 
without any apparent dread of contradiction, that the worshap 
of the primitive Christians was the joint adoration of God and 
the Lamb. 

Dr. Priestley, however, has contradicted him in terminis ; 
little as Sir Isaac Newton seems to have imagined the possibility 
of such a circumstance. 

Whether the asserter or the contradicter be best borne out 
by history, the prudent inquirer will judge and determine for 
himself. 
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aboriginally misled Catholic Church in rank and 
offensive idolatry. 

2. But, in truth, the blame, if blame there de in 
the case, must not be borne exclusively by St. John: 
it must equitably be shared with his primeval 
brethren in the ministry. 

(1.) About the year 97, St. John, we see, at the 
close of the Apocalypse; addressed a prayer to 
Christ, that he would hasten his advent: and this 
the Apostle did, after having previously exhibited 
the whole congregated universe, as lauding and 
adoring the Son conjointly with God the Father. 

At a yet earlier period, the same practice had 
been adopted by St. Paul: for thus, respecting it, 
writes, in the year 58, that great doctor of the 
Church to his Corinthian Proselytes, 

There was given to me a thorn in the flesh, the 
messenger of Satan, to buffet me: lest I should be 
exalted above measure. For THIS THING I BESOUGHT 
THE LORD THRICE, THAT IT MIGHT DEPART FROM ME. 
And he said unto me: My grace is sufficient for 
thee ; for my strength is made perfect in weakness. 
Most gladly, therefore, will I glory in my infirmities, 
that the power of Christ may rest upon me’. 

The whole context of this passage imperiously 
requires us to believe: that Christ is the person, 
to whom the Apostle addressed his supplication. 

For the person invocated declares: that his 


1 2 Corinth. xti. 7—9. 


106 THE APOSTOLICITY [BOOK I. 


strength is perfected in Paul’s weakness. And, in 
the very next sentence, Paul explains this decla- 
ration to mean: that the power of Christ will rest 
upon him. 

The person, therefore, whose strength is per- 
fected in Paul’s weakness, is indisputably Christ. 

Whence, finally, Christ is the person, to whom 
the Apostle addressed his thrice repeated suppli- 
cation. 

Such being the case, since Paul, without the 
least scruple, mentions to the Corinthians the 
FacT of his having thrice prayed to Christ for 
relief from trouble ; and since, in imperishable 
writing, he has recorded the same ract for the 
instruction of the Church Catholic to the very end 
of time : we cannot wonder at the yet additional 
Fact; that those, who admitted Paul’s divine in- 
spiration, should follow Paul’s recorded example. 

(2.) Another remarkable instance of prayer, 
addressed, on the part of the same Apostle, to the 
Son conjointly with the Father, occurs in the first 
Epistle to the Thessalonians, which was written in 
the yet earlier year 52. 

Now our God and Father himself, and our Lorp 
JESUS CHRIST, DIRECT OUR WAY UNTO You: and THE 
LORD MAKE YOU TO INCREASE AND ABOUND IN LOVE 
ONE TOWARD ANOTHER |. 

Here, to the Lord Jesus Christ, prayer is offered 


* 1 Thessal. ii. 11, 12. 
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up, conjointly with God the Father: first, that he, 
the same Lord Jesus Christ, would direct the 
Apostle’s way to the Thessalonians ; and, secondly, 
that the Lord, evidently the Lord mentioned im- 
mediately before or still the same Lord Jesus 
Christ, would make the Thessalonians to increase 
and abound in all mutual charity. 

3. St. Paul’s invocation of Christ, however, had, 
in the year 33, been anticipated by the proto- 
martyr Stephen. 

They stoned Stephen, INVOCATING AND SAYING: 
LORD JESUS, RECEIVE MY spIRIT. And he kneeled 
down, and cried with a loud voice: LORD, LAY NOT 
THIS SIN TO THEIR CHARGE '. | 

With respect to the prayer offered up by Ste- 
phen, it was plainly no other than a strict and 
proper act of adoration. 

At a time when men are most anxious about the 
success of their petitions, in the hour of death and 
on the verge of the grave, the protomartyr is said 
to have invocated the Lord Jesus: and the sub- 


1 Acts vii. 59, 60. As Stephen besought the Lord Jesus 
not to lay the sin of his murder to the charge of the Jews who 
stoned him: so, in the year 136, Justin Martyr attests, that 
Christians were accustomed to pray on behalf of the Jews, 
that they might obtain mercy from Christ. 

Kal, ode rovrote mao, evydpeOa tren vor, iva érXenOijre 
wrod Tov Xprorov. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 253. 

The necessary turn of Justin’s language shews, that Christ 
was the person to whom this liturgical intercessory prayer was 


addressed. 
10 
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stance of his prayer was, partly that Christ would 
receive his spirit, and partly that he would not 
impute the sin of murder to his executioners. 

This prayer and this conduct of the dying 
Stephen are, by an inspired historian, recorded, 
for the instruction of the Church in all succeeding 
ages. 

Now, for such a purpose, they might have been 
recorded in two several ways. 

If the act of Stephen, in praying to Christ, had 
been an act of idolatry : the circumstances, attend- 
ant upon his death, might have been vituperatively 
recorded, for the timely warning and admonition 
of the Church. 

Or, on the other hand, if his invocation of Christ 
were strictly in the line of his duty: the circum- 
stances of his martyrdom might have been deli- 
vered down to posterity, as altogether free from 
blame, for the simple purpose of instruction and 
encouragement. 

What, then, is the plan, which we find to have 
been adopted by the sacred historian ? 

All the facts, attendant upon the martyrdom of 
Stephen, are minutely related. But not a single 
word of censure drops from the pen of the his- 
torian, though he knew that his writings were 
destined to be imperishable. 

The argument, which, from the death of St. 
John down to the session of the first Nicene 
Council, the early believers could not but have 
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built upon such a circumstance, lies within very 
narrow compass. 

Stephen either was, or was not, guilty of idolatry. 

If he was guilty: then an inspired writer (a 
writer, moreover, who is generally supposed to 
have been under the special direction of the 
actual eye-witness Paul*) has, most lamentably, 
though most unaccountably, neglected his bounden 
duty, and sinned grievously against God, in relat- 
ing the martyrdom of Stephen, certainly without 
the least vituperation, and apparently with full 
and unmixed approbation. 

If he was not guilty: then the invocation of 
Christ is our bounden duty ; and, by a necessary 
consequence, Christ must be very God. For the 
invocation of a creature cannot but be idolatry: 
and idolatry cannot but be unlawful ’. 


1 See Acts vii. 58. viii. 1. xxil. 20. 

? The adoration of the Son had already been even enjoined 
by the express voice of prophetic anticipation. 

Serve Jehovah nith fear: and rejoice nith trembling. Kuss 
the Son, lest he be angry ; and ye perish from the way, when 
his wrath is kindled but a little. Blessed are all they, that 
put their trust in him. Psalm u. 11, 12. 

The word kiss, as is evident, both from the whole context 
of the clause which contains it, and from the parallel mode in 
which the same word is elsewhere used by the writers of the 
Old Testament, is here used in the sense of dzvine adoration. 
Compare 1 Kings xix. 18. Job xxxi. 26—28. Hos. xiii. 2. 

Hence the divine adoration of the Son is even expressly 
enjoined by an inspired writer, who flourished long anterior to 


the days of the Apostles. 
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4. The naked racr, that Stephen and Paul and 
John all invocated or addressed prayers to Christ, 
is indisputable ; and the naked Fact that John ex- 
hibited the whole creation as offering up praise and 
thanksgiving to the Son conjointly with the Father, 
is equally indisputable: because the racts them- 
selves, however we may be pleased to understand 
them, are distinctly and specifically recorded. — 

Hence, if these leaders of the Church both in- 
vocated Christ and inculcated the invocation of 
Christ, we may be morally certain: that their im- 
mediate contemporaries, like their successors 
throughout the second and third centuries, would 
do the same. 

That such, accordingly, was the ract, the writ- 
ings of the New Testament bear witness most un- 
equivocally. 

A general descriptive appellation will never be 
conferred upon any collective body of men, or at 
least no collective body of men will freely assume 
such an appellation, unless real and familiar cir- 
cumstances shall furnish an abundantly sufficient 
reason. 

Now it can scarcely have escaped the notice 
even of the most superficial observer, that pre- 
cisely such an appellation is repeatedly bestowed 
upon the primitive Christians by the writers of the 
New Testament. 

When, in the year 35, the converted persecutor 
Saul began zealously to preach Christ: A// that 
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heard him, we are told, were amazed, and said; Ts 
not this he, that destroyed THEM WHICH CALLED ON 
THIS NAME 7” Jerusalem '. | 

In a similar manner, when, in the same year 35, 
Christ commanded Ananias to put his hand on the 
repentant persecutor that he might receive his 
sight, the answer was: Lord, I have heard by many 
of this man, how much evil he hath done to thy saints 
at Jerusalem ; and here he hath authority, from the 
chief priests, to bind ALL THAT CALL UPON THY 
NAME *. 

Accordingly, in the year 57, the ordinary and 
familiar description of the early believers was 
couched in terms following: aLL THAT IN EVERY 
PLACE CALL UPON THE NAME OF JESUS CHRIST OUR 
LORD *. 

(1.) It appears, then: that the general descrip- 
tive appellation of the very first Christians, an 
appellation both assumed by themselves and given 
to them by others, was; THOSE WHO CALL UPON THE 
NAME OF JESUS CHRIST, OY THOSE WHO INVOCATE THE 
NAME OF JESUS CHRIST +. 

But such an appellation could neither have been 
bestowed upon them nor assumed by them, unless 
it had fully corresponded with their confessed and 
well known universal practice. 


tA CLS IX, dy 
2 Acts ix. 13, 14, 
* 1 Corinth. 1. 2. written A. D. 57. 


* Of Exckahovpevor 70 vopa "Inaod Xprorod 
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We may be sure, therefore : that, from the very 
apostolic age itself, a// the primitive believers were, 
in their ordinary prayers, accustomed to call upon 
or to invocate the Lord Jesus Christ. 

Accordingly, as an exemplification of the prac- 
tice involved in the.appellation, we find Stephen, 
in the article of death, doing this precise thing. 
For, in the greek original, the very same word is 
used; to describe, both the invocation employed 
by Stephen in particular, and the invocation em- 
ployed by all Christians in general '. 

(2.) We must observe, however, that the appel- 
lation does not merely establish a Fact: we must 
carefully note, that, in truth, it does much more. 

When the appellation proceeds from the mouth 
of Paul or of Ananias, and when it occurs in the 
midst of a speech addressed to Christ himself: it 
not only establishes a racr ; but, with those who 
hold the divine origin of the Gospel, it likewise 
establishes THE THEOLOGICAL CORRECTNESS OF A 
PRACTICE. 

For, if the invocation of Christ were idolatry, 
Paul and Ananias could only have employed the 


' *Emixadotpevoy kal Aéyovra. Acts vii. 59. Sov waar Tote 
Em KANOUMEVOLC TO OVO[LA TOU Kupiov ior ’Inood Xprorov. 1 Cor. 
ie, 

The subject of the divine adoration of Christ, as recorded 
in the New Testament, is resumed below, book ii. chap. 7, 
for the purpose of meeting the objections of the modern School 


of Humanitarianism. 
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appellation, and Christ himself could only have 
heard the appellation, to bestow, upon the unholy 
practice of plain necessity involved in it, a most 
severe and indignant and well-merited censure. 
But we find not, that the slightest vituperation 
escaped the lips either of Christ or of his delegated 
servants. On the contrary, the mode, in which 
the appellation is heard by the former and em- 
ployed by the latter, clearly demonstrates, that, by 
an authority from which with Christians lies no 
appeal, the practice was deemed, not only justifia- 
ble, but even the bounden duty of every sound 
believer. Yet the religious invocation of a crea- 
ture cannot but be idolatry : and idolatry, we 
know, is reprehended, in the very strongest terms, 
throughout Holy Scripture. Hence, on the prin- 
ciple so judiciously laid down by Dr. Priestley him- 
self, it will follow: that Zhe apostolically uncen- 
sured practice of the prumtive Church involves, of 
very necessity, the reception of the doctrine of Christ's 
proper divinity ’. 


” See above, book i. chap. 4. in init. 

Dr. Priestley, it will be recollected, not only made the 
positive assertion, that Christians did not at first pray to 
Christ, but prayed habitually to the Father ony: he also 
employed this positive assertion of an alleged notorious histori- 
eal Fact, as the avowed basis of an argument against the 
doctrine of Christ’s divinity. | 

Numerous Antitrinitarians, who implicitly build, not upon 
their own personal researches, but upon the good faith of 
their teachers, have, I make no doubt, admitted Dr. Priest- 


VOL. I. I 
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XVIII. Accordingly, as St. John, the last sur- 
vivor of the Apostolic College, bequeathed to the 
Catholic Church, at the commencement of the 
second century, the practice of worshipping the 
Son conjointly with the Father and the prophetic 
Spirit : so, in the last-written of the four Gospels, 
did he likewise bequeath to the Catholic Church 
the only sound and intelligible ratzonalé, on which 
the Son could be at all worshipped and invocated. 

Three years after the death of St. John, it was, 
by the lapsed, deposed before Pliny: that Christ- 
tans, in the course of their religious worship, statedly 
recited hymns to Christ as to God. 

In exact harmony with this deposition, St. John 
teaches us: that Zhe Word, who became incarnate 
wn the man Christ Jesus, was himself God with God, 
through whom the universe was created’. Whence 
it obviously follows: that Christ, as being God in- 
carnate, was doubtless the proper object of that 
divine adoration, which the imspired Apostle both 
recorded and performed. 

With respect to the remarkable exordium of 
St. John’s Gospel, the primitive Church Catholic 
understood it precisely as it is still understood by 
the Catholic Church of the present day. As the 
Church worshipped ; so the Church, receiving her 
doctrine from the Apostles, interpreted. Her 


ley’s historical racr as a matter quite undeniable, and have 
thence credulously assented to his conciusion from it. 
1 John i, 1—18. 
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practice and her exposition, originating from the 
same authority, perfectly corresponded. Justin, 
Hippolytus, Athenagoras, Theophilus of Antioch, 
Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, Origen, Cyprian, 
Novatian, and Dionysius of Alexandria, all under- 
stood the passage, not as Mr. Lindsey or Dr. 
Priestley or Mr. Belsham would variously, each 
according to his own mere unsupported dogmatism, 
recommend us to understand it; but as, under the 
precise aspect of a rule of truth in the Church, it 
was expounded by the venerable Irenéus: and, 
through the single intervening link of his master 
Polycarp, Irenéus received his theology direct from 
the Apostle John himself’. 


1 For the above specified authorities in full, see below, 
Append. i. numb. 1. text 12. 

As the jarring interpretations of the exordium of St. John’s 
Gospel, propounded by the mutually irreconcileable doctors of 
the modern Humanitarian School, rest severally upon a 
foundation not more solid, than the mere arbitrary dogmatism 
of their respective propounders: so Nor any one of these in- 
terpretations, whether proposed by Mr. Lindsey or Dr. Priest- 
ley or Mr. Belsham, was, either known to, or received by, the 
primitive Church Catholic. In the writings of the early Ante- 
nicene Fathers, nor a vesticse of any one of these recent un- 
supported figments can be discovered. Sce Lindsey’s Sequel 
to Apol. p. 129—141. Priestley’s Hist. of Early Opin. In- 
trod. sect. v. Works, vol. vi. p- 42, 43. New Testam. in an 
Improv. Vers. by Belsham. in loc. 

Departing with a high hand from the recorded interpretation 
of the primitive Church quite up to the times of the Apostles, 
the doctors of the modern Humanitarian School cannot even 


Fase 
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agree among themselves what exposition they shall substitute 
in its place. Dr. Priestley is in one story: Mr. Lindsey, in 
another: and Mr. Belsham, ina third. Let their respective 
living admirers produce, if they be able, even a shadow of 
tangible evidence, that any one of the mutually discordant 
glosses, commonly received on the strength of mere dogmatism 
by our readily acquiescent Antitrinitarians, gives the real 
sense of the passage. Certainly, I couldnever yet discover 
any more cogent reason for adopting the interpretation either 
of Mr. Lindsey or Dr. Priestley or Mr. Belsham, than that 
each severally thinks his own interpretation to be the true one. 
Now this, so far as I can perceive, is mere naked unadulterated 
dogmatism. Where, that we should receive it, is the convinc- 
ing force of an interpretation, which rests solely on the un- 
supported self-persuasion of its contriver ? 

Under the aspect of collateral evidence, I take this oppor- 
tunity of stating: that the Platonist Amelius, who flourished 
in the third century, exhibits himself, as understanding the ex- 
ordium of St. John’s Gospel precisely as it is now understood 
by all who receive the doctrine of the Trinity. 

To such a sense of the passage, this unprejudiced and un- 
biassed judge was doubtless conducted, partly by the obvious- 
ness of its natural import, and partly by finding that it was thus 
universally expounded by the whole Christian Church. 

Kal ovroc dpa fv 6 Adyoc, kal oy det Ovra Ta yivopeva Evyi- 
vero, wo ay Kat 6 ‘Hpakderoc déwoee, Kal v1) O¢ dv 6 Papapoc 
cbt év TH Tie dpyiic Tage Te Kat drakia KabeornKdra mpdc Oeoy 
elvat, Kal Ogoy eivar’ dv ov ravO amrd@co yeyevijcba Ev @ TO 
yevopmevoy Cov, Kal Gwny, Kal Ov medukévat, Kal cic Ta owpara 
ainrety, Kal oapka évydvodpevoy, pavracecOa dvOowroy pera Kat 
Tou THYLKaUTA OELKYVELY Tijg PUTEWC TO pEyadeloy, apédee Kal 
dvahvOévra madty droeova0a, Kai Ody eivat, oloc rv mpd 
Tov ei¢ TO CHa Kal THY capKa Kat TOY dyOowroy KarayOijvat. 
Amel. apud Euseb. Prep. Evan. lib. x1. c. 17. p. 317, 318. 
Lutet. Stephan. 1544. 


CHAPTER V. 


RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY AFFORDED TO THE FACT 
OF THE POSITIVE ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF 
THE TRINITY AND THE GODHEAD OF CHRIST, BY 
ANCIENT APOLOGIES AND OFFICIAL EPISTLES AND 
OTHER PUBLIC DOCUMENTS OF THE EARLY CHURCH. 


Amone the primitive Christians, nothing was more 
common, than to publish what were called Apo- 
logies or rather (according to the propriety of our 
english idiom) Defences. 

In the composition of these Works, some accre- 
dited champion of the common faith stepped forth : 
and, appearing as the acknowledged representative 
of his brethren, described and vindicated, in the 
general name of the Church, those doctrines, 
which, by common consent, were universally 
taught and believed. 

The evidence, afforded by such Works, seems 
perfectly unexceptionable. 

For, on the one hand, if either the whole Church, 
or an immense majority of the Church, differed 
radically in sentiment from the Apologist : they, 
clearly, would never have acknowledged the offi- 
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cious defence so impertinently obtruded upon the 
world in their behalf. 

And, again, on the other hand, no Apologist 
could well have been hardy enough to introduce 
into his Apology, under the professed aspect of the 
familiar and universally admitted doctrines of the 
Church, certain notoriously mere novel tenets of 
his own devising : which, he was conscious, were 
not only not the received doctrines of his fellow- 
believers, but were even strenuously and (with the 
petty exception of his own little upstart party) 
unanimously abhorred by them. 

In the same class with the ancient Apology 
may be fitly arranged all evidence of a kindred 
description. 

Thus, when, in controversy, an early ecclesias- 
tical writer, speaking in the name of the whole 
Catholic Church, plurally declares, that we now 
hold and we have always held this or that tenet; 1 
see not how his testimony can be reasonably dis- 
allowed: both because he would not have dared 
to make such an assertion, had it been palpably 
false ; and because, even if he had dared, friends 
and foes alike would have joined in crying out 
against his impudence. 

Thus also, when a Bishop or a Community ora 
Public Assembly writes and puts forth an official 
letter : if such document shall have been admitted 
and acknowledged by the Church at large, we 
must obviously view it, not as propounding some 
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novel and unauthorised private speculation, but as 
declaring, and thence as openly testifying to, a 
system of doctrine universally familiar and univer- 
sally received. 

In fact, compositions of this kind speak, as it 
were, for themselves. 

As we all instinctively feel, their very tone im- 
ports, on the part of the writer, a full conviction : 
that he is vindicating or declaring opinions, which 
are and always have been held by the Catholic 
Church. They exhibit nothing of the timidity of 
the mere insulated individual: who is consciously 
advancing some new fancy, hitherto unknown, 
and therefore likely to be received with prejudice 
and distrust and suspicion. On the contrary, they 
display all that boldness, which a man invariably 
feels: when he is quite aware, that he speaks the 
sense of his brethren, and that his labours will be 
rewarded by their unequivocal approbation. 

In Works of such a description, this tone will 
always be distinctly perceived, even by the most 
careless reader: for, in truth, it is impossible, that 
he should not perceive it. 

The tone does not, indeed, demonstrate The 
abstract truth of the DocrRINE propounded: but it 
establishes, what at present is my exclusive con- 
cern, The historical vact that the writer speaks the 
familiar sentiments of the communion to which he 
belongs. 


Such a tone, for instance, alike pervades the 
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controversial Works of Horsley and of Priestley. 
With the abstract truth of either of the THEOLOGI- 
CAL SYSTEMS which those two authors advocate, it 
has obviously no sort of connection: yet, to a 
naked nistoricaL Fact, it affords that species of 
internal evidence, which every reader involuntarily 
feels to be altogether irresistible. In point of 
DOCTRINE, this reader may symbolise with Horsley, 
and that reader may agree with Priestley. But, 
I suppose, there never yet was a reader, let his 
doctrinal opinions be what they may, who, from 
the very tone of the compositions in question, was 
not quite satisfied, in his own mind, as to the bare 
Fact: that Horsley spoke the familiar sentiments of 
the Church which he adorned, and that Priestley 
spoke the familar sentiments of the School which still 
venerates his memory. Each is viewed, not as a 
solitary theoriser, but as the accredited representa- 
tive of a community; not as an insulated inter- 
preter, but as the organ and champion of a party. 
In short, were a person gravely to urge, that these 
two writers advanced nothing more than their 
respective individual speculations, and that the 
‘several doctrinal systems of the Anglican Church 
and of the Humanitarian School were by no means 
exhibited in their opposing controversial produc- 
tions ; were he yet additionally to contend, that 
the Church of the stout Trinitarian Prelate was 
decidedly antitrinitarian, and that the School of 
the strenuous Antitrinitarian Divine was vehe- 
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mently trinitarian: we should be apt to pronounce 
such a whimsical theorist nothing better than a 
moon-struck vender of hopeless paradoxes. 

My present class of witnesses, then, will be 
taken, from the authors of the ancient Apologies, 
and from the conducters of the ancient contro- 
versies, and from the writers of the official Epistles 
and other public documents of the early Church: 
and, in successively adducing them, I shall still 
continue to observe that retrograde chronological 
order which I have hitherto judged it most expe- 
dient to adopt. 

I. According to such an arrangement, let us 
first hear Arnobius: who flourished about the year 
303, and who has left us a controversial Work in 
defence of Christianity against Paganism. 

If Christ were God, they object: why did he ap- 
pear in a human form ; and why was he put to death 
after the manner of a man? 

To this I reply: Could that Power, which ts in- 
visible and which has no bodily substance, imtroduce 
itself into the world and be present at the councils 
of men, in any other way, than by assuming some 
integument of more solid matter, which even to the 
dullest eye-sight might be capable of visibility 2—He 
assumed, therefore, the form of man, and shut up 
his power under the similitude of our race: in order 
that he might be viewed and seen; in order that he 
might utter words and teach ;in order that he might 
execute all those matters, for the sake of perform- 
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ing which he had come into the world by the com- 
mand and disposition of the highest Sovereign.— 

But they yet further object : that Christ was put 
to death after the manner of a man. 

Not, in absolute strictness of speech, Christ him- 
self; I reply: for that, which is divine, cannot be 
liable to death; nor can that, which possesses the 
attribute of perfect unity and simplicity, fall asun- 
der by the dissolution of destruction. Who, then, 
was seen to hang upon the cross? Who was the 
person, that died? Doubtless, the human being, 
whom he had put on, and whom he himself bore in 
conjunction with his own proper self}. 


1 Sed, si Deus, inquiunt, fut Christus: cur forma est in 
hominis visus ; et cur more est wnteremptus humano ? 

An aliter potuit invisibilis illa vis, et habens nullam substan- 
tiam corporalem, inferre et commodare se mundo, conciliis 
interesse mortalium, quam ut aliquod tegmen materie solidioris 
assumeret, quod oculorum susciperet injectum, et ubi se figere 
inertissimee posset contemplationis obtutus ?—Assumpsit, igitur, 
hominis formam, et sub nostri generis similitudine potentiam 
suam clausit, ut et videri posset et conspici, verba faceret et 
doceret, atque omnes exequeretur res eas, propter quas in 
mundum venerat faciendas, Summi Regis imperio et dispo- 
_sitione servatis.— 

- Sed more est hominis mteremptus. 

Non ipse: neque enim cadere divinas in res potest mortis 
occasus : nec, interitionis dissolutione, dilabi id, quod est unum 
et simplex nec ullarum partium congregatione compactum. 
Quis est, ergo, visus in patibulo pendere : quis mortuus est ? 
Homo, quem induerat, et secum ipse portabat. Arnob. adv. 
gent. lib. 1. p. 37, 38. See also lib. i. p. 41. : 
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II. We may next hear the official letter, ad- 
dressed to Paul of Samosata, by the Fathers of the 
Council of Antioch which sat in the year 269. — 

This the begotten Son, the only-begotten Son, 
who is the image of the invisible God; begotten be- 
fore the whole creation ; the Wisdom and the Word 
and the Power of God ; who existed before the worlds ; 
not by mere foreknowledge, but in substance and in 
person, God, the Son of God: him having known 
both in the Old and in the New Covenant, we confess 
and we preach. 

But, whosoever shall contend against us, that we 
ought to believe and to confess that the Son of God 
was not God before the foundation of the world ; 
alleging, that, if the Son of God be preached as 
God, two Gods are preached: this person we deem 
an alien from the ecclesiastical canon. And, with 
us, all the Catholic Churches agree’. 
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III. From the public letter of the Antiochian 
Fathers, let us pass to the Elenchus and Apology 
of Dionysius of Alexandria, as we find some 
fragments of that Work preserved by Athana- 
S1us. 

Dionysius presided in the Church of Alexandria 
about the year 260. 

This Prelate had written against the speculation 
of Sabellius: who maintained, that there was only 
one person in the Godhead, and that Father and 
Son and Spirit were merely varied appellations. 
Eager to confute an opinion which confounded 
the three persons of the Trinity, Dionysius ap- 
pears to have used language, which might import 
that he divided the substance of the three persons. 
This circumstance led to a charge against him: 
and, in consequence of it, he was requested, by the 
Bishop of Rome and by others of his episcopal 
brethren, distinctly to explain his sentiments. 
With their just request Dionysius readily com- 
plied: and, since his Elenchus and Apology gave 
full satisfaction, we thence sufficiently learn, what 
was the standard doctrine of the Catholic Church 
about the middle of the third century. 

Omitting, says Athanasius, on account of the 
length of the discourse, the greater part of what 
Dionysius says, either in the way of examination, or 
in the way of argument, or in the way of confutation, 
L shall adduce only those things which are necessary 
m regard to the accusation preferred against him. 
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Making, then, his defence, he writes, as follows, in 
the first book of his Elenchus and Apology. 

There never was a time, when God was not a 
Father. 

In what remains, also, he acknowledges the truth 
of this position. 

Christ, inasmuch as he is the Word and the 
Wisdom and the Power, always existed. For God 
did not at length beget a Son, as being originally 
ungenerative of these: but only the Son was not 
of himself; for he derives his being from out of 
the Father. 

And, after a short interval, he again speaks con- 
cerning the same person. 

Inasmuch as he is the effulgence from eternal 
light, he himself likewise is altogether eternal. 
For, since the light always exists, it is manifest, 
that the effulgence likewise must always exist: 
because the existence of light is perceived from 
the circumstance of its emitting an effulgence ; 
and light cannot exist without giving light. But 
let us again have recourse to illustrative examples. 
If there be a sun: there is splendour, there is day. 
But, if there be no such thing: then neither can 
the sun be present. Hence, if the sun were eter- 
nal: there would be day without cessation. But 
now this is not the case. Therefore, when the 
sun begins to shine, day begins: and, when the 
sun ceases to shine, day ceases. God, however, 
is light eternal, neither beginning, nor ending. 
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Consequently, his effulgence, being without com- 
mencement and being eternally generated, is itself 
eternal, and céexists with him eternally.— 

And, yet again, after another short interval, he 
speaks still concerning the same person. 

He, then, is the eternal Son of the eternal 
Father : inasmuch as he is light from light. For, 
since there is a Father: there is also a Son. But, 
if there were no Son: how, and of whom, could 
the Father be a Father? Both, however, ‘exist: 
and both exist eternally. 

Again, he adds these following observations. 

Wherefore, since God is light, Christ is the 
effulgence from him: and, since God is a spirit 
(for God, says the sacred writer, is a spirit), the 
Son analogically may be called breath ; for, saith 
he, he is the breath of the Power of God. 

And, in his second book, he yet again remarks. 

The Son alone always céexists with the Father : 
and he is full of the self-existent : and he himself 
exists, inasmuch as he is from the Father » 
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IV. Contemporary with Dionysius of Alexandria 
was Dionysius of Rome: the Prelate, to whom the 
Elenchus and Apology of his Alexandrian namesake 
was specially addressed, and to whom with his col- 
leagues (as we have seen) it gave entire satisfac- 
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cont. Arian. Oper. vol. i. p. 436, 437. Commel. 1600, 
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tion. Part of a controversial Work, written by 
this author against the patripassianising Sabellians, 
has been also preserved by Athanasius. 

L hear, that there are among you some teachers of 
the divine word, who run into an error diametrically 
opposite to that of Sabellius. For he blasphemously 
asserts the Son to be identical with the Father: but 
they,in a manner, set forth three Gods in three alien 
essences altogether separate from each other, thus 
dividing the sacred Unity. Now the divine Word 
must inevitably be united with the God of all things : 
and the Holy Ghost must inevitably cohere and dwell 
in the Deity. Thus is it altogether necessary : that 
the divine Trinity should unite and coalesce in one, 
as wt were in a certain head, namely the Almighty 
God of the universe.— Wherefore, it is no ordinary 
blasphemy, but the very greatest, to say: that the 
Lord was, in any wise, created. For, if the Son 
were made: there would be a time, when he existed 
not. Whereas, he hath existed from all eternity }. 
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V. Cyprian was elected Bishop of Carthage in 
the year 248: and he suffered martyrdom in the 
year 258. During the period which elapsed. be- 
tween these two years, he had occasion to send 
forth many writings of a public or official nature. 
From them, therefore, we may gain some insight 
into the doctrines respecting the Godhead, at that 
time received by the Church as indisputable christ- 
lan verities. 

He, who breaks the peace and concord of Christ, 
acts against Christ. He, who gathers beside the 
Church, scatters Christ's Church. The Lord says : 
L and the Father are one thing. And again, con- 
cerning the Kather and the Son and the Holy Ghost, 
at is written : And these three are one thing’. 

The Lord, after his resurrection, sending forth 
his disciples, instructed and taught them, how they 
ought to baptise ; saying: Go therefore, and teach 
all nations, baptising them in the name of the Father 
and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost. He in- 


sinuates the Trinity, in whose sacrament the nations 


ovv ov TO TUXOY, péyLoTOY péeYv odY, xELpoTOLnToY TpdroYV Tid 
Aéyetv tov Kipiwy. Ei yao yéyovev Yidc, hy Ore obk fv’ del 
oe iv. Dion. Rom. cont. Sabell. apud Athan. Synod. Nicen. 
cont. heer. Arian. Decret. Oper. vol. i. p. 421, 422. 

* Qui pacem Christi et concordiam rumpit, adversus Christum 
facit. Qui alibi praeter Ecclesiam colligit, Christi Ecclesiam 
spargit. Dicit Dominus: Ego et Pater unum sumus. Et ite- 
rum, de Patre et Filio et Spiritu Sancto, scriptum est: Et hi 
tres unum sunt. Cyprian. de Unit. Eccles. Oper. vol. i. p. 109. 
Oxon. 1682. 
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should be baptised—Now, if any one could be bap- 
tised with heretics, he might also obtain remission of 
sins. But, if he obtained remission of sins, and was 
sanctified, and was made the temple of God: IL ask, 
Of what God? If of the Creator ; he, who believed 
not in him, could not*be his temple: if of Christ ; 
neither could he, who denies Christ to be God, become 
the temple of Christ: of of the Holy Ghost ; since 
the three are one thing, how could the Holy Ghost 
be placable to him, who is an enemy either of the 
Father or of the Son ?—In fine, when after the 
resurrection the Apostles are sent by the Lord to the 
nations, they are commanded to baptise the gentiles, 
in the name of the Father and of the. Son and of the 
Holy Ghost. How then do some assert, both with- 
out the Church and against the Church, that a 
gentile, provided only he be baptised any where and 
any how in the name of Chrisi, can obtain remission 
of sins: when Christ himself commanded, that the 
nations should be baptised in the full and united 
Trinity * ? 

* Dominus enim, post resurrectionem discipulos suos mittens, 
quemadmodum baptizare deberent, instituit et docuit, dicens; 
Data est mihi omnis potestas in ceelo et in terra: Ite ergo, et 
docete gentes omnes, baptizantes eos m nomine Patris et Filii et 
Spiritus Sanctz. Insinuat Trinitatem, cujus sacramento gentes 
baptizarentur.—Nam, si baptizari quis apud heereticos potuit ; 
utique et remissam peccatorum consequi potuit. Si peccatorum 
remissam consecutus est, et sanctificatus est, et templum Dei 


factus est: quero, Cujus Dei? Si Creatoris; non potuit, qui 


in eum non credidit : si Christi; nec hujus fieri potest templum, 
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VI. Hippolytus, the pupil of Irenéus, who re- 
ceived his theology from St. John through the 
medium of Polycarp, flourished about the year 
220. The statements, contained in his contro- 
versial Works, may justly be referred to the pre- 
sent class of testimonies. 

Why was the temple desolated ?—Because the 
Jews put to death the Son of the Benefactor : for he 
2s coeternal with the Father '. 

This, then, is the Word, who was openly shewn 
tous. Wherefore we behold the incarnate Word: 
we apprehend the Father through him: we believe in 
the Son: we adore the Holy Ghost *. 


gui negat Deum Christum: si Spiritus Sancti; cum tres unum 
sunt, quomodo Spiritus Sanctus placatus esse ei potest, qui aut 
Patris aut Filii inimicus est ?—Denique, ubi post resurrec- 
tionem a Domino Apostoli ad gentes mittuntur; in nomine 
Patris et Fil et Spiritus Sancti baptizare gentiles jubentur. 
Quomodo ergo quidam dicunt foris extra Ecclesiam imo et 
contra Ecclesiam, modo in nomine Jesu Christi ubicunque et 
quomodocunque gentilem baptizatum, remissionem peccatorum 
consequi posse : quando ipse Christus gentes baptizari jubeat in 
plena et adunata Trinitate? Cyprian. Epist. Ixxill. Oper. 
vol. ii. p. 200, 203, 206. 

* Tivoc xapur 6 vade npnuwOn ;—Ore rov Yiov rod Evepyérov 
éOavarwoar’ avroc yao éoru 6 7™® Iarol ovvatowe. Hippol. 
Demons. adv. Jud. § vii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 4. Hamburg. 1716. 
In another part of the same Work, he styles Christ the true 
God: Ocdc dy adnOivdc. Ibid. § iv. p. 3. 
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The Father, indeed, is one: but there are two 
persons, because there is also the Son; and the third 
person is the Holy Spirit.—For the Father com- 
mands: the Son obeys: the Holy Spirit teaches. 
The Father is over all: the Son is through all: the 
Holy Spirit ts in all. We cannot understand the 
one God, otherwise than as we truly believe in the 
Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit.—Go, said 
Christ, and teach all nations, baptising them im the 
name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy 
Ghost. Thus did he shew us, that, whosoever shall 
omit any one of these, he hath not perfectly glorified 
God: for, through this Trinity, the Father is glo- 
rified. The Father willed: the Son performed: the 
Spirit manifested '. 

VII. Tertullian flourished about the year 200. 
Among his various controversial W orks from which 


morevoperv® Uvebtpare “Ayiy mpooxvvotpey. Hippol. cont. Noet. 
§ xii. Oper. vol. i. p. 14, 15. 
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"AdXue Te Eva Ocdv vopioar pu) dvvdpeOa, Eay pry oyTwe Ilarpl 
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knpvooover. Hippol. cont. Noet. § xiv. Oper. vol. ii, p. 15,16. 
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it were easy to produce testimonies sufficient to 
fill a volume, he composed, in the name of the 
suffering Church at large, a public Apology, ad- 
dressed to the reigning Emperors in their character 
of Pontifices Maximi: and to this I shall at present 
confine myself. 

The Word, we say, was produced out of God: 
and, in his prolation, was generated. From the 
unity of substance, therefore, he is called both God 
and The Son: for God is a spirit. Moreover, as, 
when a ray is projected from the solar orb, it is a 
portion from the whole ; though the sun will be in 
the ray because it is aray of the sun, nor is the sub- 
stance separated but extended: so is the Word, 
Spirit from Spirit, and God from God.— What hath 
proceeded from God, is both God and the Son of 
God: and they two are one God’. 

VIII. My next testimonies shall be extracted 
from the Exhortation to the Gentiles, written by 
Clement of Alexandria who lived about the year 
194. 

This ancient Father professed to be a scholar 
of Pantenus: who, by some of the early theolo- 


* Hune ex Deo prolatum picrmus, et prolatione generatum, 
et idcirco Filium et Deum dictum ex unitate substantie : nam 
et Deus spiritus. Etiam, cum radius ex sole porrigitur, portio 
ex summa ; sed sol erit in radio quia solis est radius, nec sepa- 
ratur substantia sed extenditur: ita de spiritu spiritus, et de 
Deo Deus.—Quod de Deo profectum est Deus est et Dei Filius : 
et unus ambo. ‘Tertull. Apol. adv. gent. Oper. p. 850. 
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gians, is said to have been a disciple of the Apos- 
tles ; and who, doubtless, conversed with the 
Fathers denominated apostolical. He himself de- 
clares : that those, who had received their doctrinal 
instruction from the Apostles Peter and James and 
John and Paul, had survived, through God’s bless- 
ing, down even to his own time'. And this matter 
is quite possible in chronology: for Clement is 
thought to have died about the year 220; and 
those, who had been taught by the Apostles might 
have been alive in the year 150. 

Because the Word was from above, he both was 
and is the divine principle of all things.—This 
Word, the Christ, was both the cause of our original 
existence, for he was in God ; and also the cause of 
our well-existence, for this very Word hath now 
appeared unto men, he alone being both God and 
man: from whom having learned to live virtuously, 
we are sent forward on our road toward eternal life. 
for, according to that divinely inspired Apostle of 
our Lord, The grace of God, that bringeth salvation, 
hath appeared to all men ; teaching us, that, denying 
ungodliness and worldly lusts, we should live soberly 
righteously and godly in this present world, looking 

for that blessed hope and the glorious appearing of 
our great God and Saviour Jesus Christ. This is 
the new song, the manifestation of the Word who was 
in the beginning and who préexisted: which mani- 


' See Clem, Alex. Strom. lib, i. Oper. p. 274, 275. 
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Jestion hath now shone out inus. For the préexistent 
Saviour hath appeared close at hand. He hath 
appeared, who is in him that is: because the Word, 
who was with God, hath appeared as our teacher ; 
for whom all things have been created. The Word, 
who as our Creator gave us, with the act of fashion- 
ing us, life in the beginning, hath taught us also to 
live well: appearing as our instructor, in order that 
hereafter as God he might conduct us to eternal life’. 

Believe, then, O man, in him who is both man and 
God: believe, O man, in the living God, who suffered 
and who is adored °. 


Ney ie = 
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The Lord—is the divine Word, the most evidently 
true God, who is equalled to the Lord of all things : 
because he was his Son, and the Word was in God’. 

IX. From the attestation of Clement of Alex- 
andria, we may proceed to that of Irenéus of 
Lyons, the scholar of Polycarp the disciple of 
St. John. 

This we shall find, still to the same effect, in 
the controversial Work, which, with the approba- 
tion of the Catholic Church, that eminent Prelate, 
about the year 175, published against the existing 
heresies. 

Man is a temperament of soul and body. He was 
formed according to the hkeness of God: and he was 
fashioned by his hands. That is to say: he was 
fashioned through his Son and through his Spirit ; 
to whom also he said, Let us make man?. 


T~ TWaBbyTL Kat ToocKUYOUpEVYY Oe@ Corre. Clem. Alex. Pro- 
treps. Oper. p. 66. 

' *O Kuptoc,—6 Oeioe Adyoe, 6 pavepwratoc byvTwe Ode, 0 7O 
dcordrn Tov Orwy éiawbeic’ Ore jy Yide avrot, kat 6 Adyoo iv 
év rt» Oc~. Clem. Alex. Protreps. Oper. p. 68. 

* Homo est autem temperatio anime et carnis, quisecundum 
similitudinem Dei formatus est, et per manus ejus plasmatus 
est; hoc est per Filium et Spiritum, quibus et dixit, /aciamus 
hominem. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iv. preef. p. 232. 

In another place, Irenéus states it to be sound doctrine, that 
the Son is the measure of the Father's immensity: a tenet, 
plainly incompatible with any scheme which denies to the Son 
complete and essential divinity. 

Et bene, qui dixit ipsum immensum Patrem in Filio mensu- 
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The Son, ministering in all things to the Father, 
operates from the beginning even to the end: and, 
without him, no one can know God. For the Son is 
the knowledge of the Father: but the knowledge of 
the Son in the Father is revealed through the Son. 
On account of this, the Lord said: No one knoweth 
the Son, but the Father; nor the Father, but the 
Son and he to whom the Son shall have revealed 
him. The expression, Shall have revealed, as em- 
ployed, not only with reference to futurity ; as of the 
Word did but begin then to manifest the Father when 
he was born from Mary: but it regards, in common, 
an extension through all time. For the Son, from 
the beginning, standing near to his own handy-work, 
reveals the Father unto all, to whom the Father 
willeth, and when he willeth, and as he willeth. 
Therefore, in all and through all, there is one God 
the Father, and one Word, and one Son, and one 
Spirit, and one faith and salvation to all who believe 
in him’. 


ratum. Mensura enim Patris Filius, quoniam et capit eum. 
Iren. adv. heer. lib. iv. c. 8. p. 237. 

1 Omnia autem Filius administrans Patri perficit ab initio 
usque ad finem: et, sine illo, nemo potest cognoscere Deum. 
Agnitio, enim, Patris Filius: agnitio autem Filii in Patre, et 
per Filium revelata. Et, propter hoc, Dominus dicebat : Nemo 
cognoscit Filium, nist Pater ; neque Patrem, nisi Filius, et qui- 
buscunque Filius revelaverit. Revelaverit, enim, non solum in 
futurum dictum est, quasi tunc inciperet Verbum manifestare 
Patrem cum de Maria natus: sed communiter, per totum tem- 
pus, positum est. Ab initio, enim, assistens Filius suo plasmati 
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Lhe angels neither made us nor fashioned us : nor 
could the angels make the image of God: nor could 
any virtue, far remote from the Father of the uni- 
verse, make it: nor could any other, save only the 
Word of God. For God wanted none of these to 
make, what he himself within himself had predeter- 
mined should be made ; as if he had not his own pro- 
per hands. Because with him are ever present, his 
Word and his Wisdom, his Son and his Spirit, 
through whom and in whom he freely and spontane- 
ously made all things: to whom likewise he spake, 
when he said ; Let us make man after our mage 
and likeness’. 

Man was made and fashioned after the image and 
likeness of God who is uncreated: the Father ap- 
proving ; the Son ministering and forming ; the 
Spirit nourishing and augmenting ®. 


revelat omnibus Patrem, quibus vult, et quando vult, et quem- 
admodum vult, Pater : et, propter hoc, in omnibus et per omnia, 
unus Deus Pater, et unum Verbum, et unus Filius, et unus 
Spiritus, et una fides et salus omnibus credentibus in eum. 
Tren. adv. heer. lib. iv. c. 14. § 6. p. 242. 

* Non angeli fecerunt nos, nee nos plasmaverunt; nec angeli 
potuerunt imaginem facere Dei; nec alius quis, preeter Verbum 
Domini; nec virtus longé absistens a Patre universorum. Nec 
enim indigebat horum Deus ad faciendum, que ipse apud se 
preefinierat fierl ; quasi ipse suas non haberet manus. Adest 
enim ei semper, Verbum et Sapientia, Filius et Spiritus; per 
quos et in quibus omnia liberé et spontd fecit : ad quos et 
loquitur, dicens ; Facitamus hominem ad maginem et similitu- 
dinem nostram. Tren. adv. her. lib. iv. c. 87. § 2 p- 266. 


* Talis factus et plasmatus homo secundum imaginem et 
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Through the hands of the Father, that is, through 
the Son and the Spirit, man was made according to 
the likeness of God’. | 

X. Contemporaneously with Irenéus, or about 
the year 174, flourished the attic Athenagoras. 

This learned individual is said to have been 
converted to Christianity by the mere perusal of 
the Scriptures. His Apology or Legation, on be- 
half of his brethren in the faith, is, by some critics, 
thought to have been addressed to the Emperors 
Marcus Aurelius Antoninus and Lucius Aurelius 
Commodus: but, by others, it is supposed to have 
been presented to the Emperors Marcus Antoninus 
and Lucius Verus. 

The testimony, which it bears to the doctrine of 
the Church at that period, is eminently valuable, 
both on account of its remarkable precision, and 
likewise on account of its containing a distinct 
assertion even in so many words that the author 
accurately propounded the doctrine which then 
was universally received among Christians. 

That we are not atheists, has sufficiently been de- 
monstrated by me: inasmuch as WE worship one un- 


similitudinem constituitur infecti Dei: Patre quidem bene sen- 
tiente; Filio verd ministrante et formante ; Spiritu verd nutri- 
ente et augente. Iren. adv. her. lib. iv. c. 75. § 3. p. 310. 

1 Per manus enim Patris, id est, per Filium et Spiritum, fit 
homo secundum similitudinem Dei. Iren. adv. heer. lib. v. 
c. 8. § 1. p. 322. See also lib. v. c, 23. § 5. p. 353. lib, n. 
c, 55. § 4. p. 157. 
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produced and eternal and invisible and impassible 
Being, who by the mind and reason alone can be 
comprehended, and who through the agency of his 
own Word created and arranged and compacted the 
universe ; for WE receive also the Son of God. Nor 
let any person think it strange and ridiculous, that 
God should have a Son. For we deem not, either 
concerning God the Father, or concerning the Son as, 
the poets mythologise, setting forth gods who are no 
better than men. But the Son of God is the Word 
of the Father in idea and in energy. For by him 
and through him were all things made, the Father 
and the Son being one: since the Son is in the 
father and the Father in the Son, through the unity 
and power of the Spirit. The Son of God is the 
Mind and Word of the Father’. 

Who, then, would not wonder, that we should hear 
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ourselves called Atheists, when wE profess our belief 
in God the Father and in God the Son and in the 
Holy Ghost, shewing both their power in unity and 
their distinction in order ' ? 

To this only do we strenuously apply ourselves, 
that we may know God and the Word who is from 
him: what is the unity of the Son with the Father ; 
what is the communion of the Father with the Son; 
what is the Spirit ; what is the unity and the distinc- 
tion of these who are such; inasmuch as the Spirit and 
the Son and the Father are united’. 

WE say, that there is God, and the Son his Word, 
and the Holy Ghost, united in power ; namely, the 
father, the Son, the Spirit. For the Son is the Mind, 
the Word, the Wisdom, of the Father: and the 
Spirit is an emanation from him, as light flows 
from fire’. 


But, if I thus accurately set forth THE DOCTRINE 


* Tic ody ovK av drophoat, Néyovrac Osdy Ilarépa cat Yiov 
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we P&e aro rupdc, TO yetpa. Athen. Legat. c. xxi. p. 96. 
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WHICH IS RECEIVED AMONG Us, do not wonder. For, 
lest ye should be carried away by the silly vulgar 
opinion which is entertained of us, and in order that 
you may be able to know THE REAL TRUTH, J thus 
carefully stupy accuRACY |, 

XI. Melito of Sardis lived about the year 170. 
Of his Apology, nothing remains save a fragment : 
but that fragment abundantly indicates the doc- 
trine and practice of the Christians his contempo- 
raries. 

WE are worshippers, not of insensible stones, but 
of the only God who is before all things and above 
all things: and we are worshippers likewise of his 
Christ, truly God the Word before the worlds’. 

XII. In the year 168, lived Theophilus of An- 
tioch. He wrote a Defence of Christianity in three 
books addressed to Autolycus: and, from this 
Work, we learn, that the Catholic Church of that 
age maintained the doctrine of a Trinity of persons 
in the Deity ; teaching also, that the Son was the 
Jehovah who conversed with Adam in Paradise. 

The three days, before the creation of the sun and 
moon, are types of the Trinity, God and his Word 
and his Wisdom *. 


* Ei dé axouee dvélepue TOY Kal? Hpac oyov, py Oavpconre’ 
iva yap ju) TH KowH Kat adoyo ouvarogbepnabe yyoun, exnre O€ 
TaANDEC Eidevat, axpeBoroyovuat. Athen. Legat. c. xi. p. 41. 

* Melit. Apol. See above, book i. chap. 4. § x. 

PPA TPEIC NMEPAL—rTUTOL Eiol THe Tpuddoc, tov Oso Kal rov 


Adyov avrov kal rife Lodiac avrov. Theoph. ad Autol. lib. ii. ce. 15. 
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In the person of God, the Son came into the garden, 
and conversed with Adam’. 

XIII. About the year 165, flourishea Tatian. 
This individual was a disciple of Justin : and, after 
the death of his master, he fell into the errors of 
the Encratites. But that circumstance does not 
invalidate his testimony to a fact: for, even inde- 
pendently of the very reason of the thing, his 
Oration against the Greeks was written before the 
death of Justin. 

We do not speak foolishly, nor do we relate mere 
adle tales, when we affirm that God was born in the 
form of man’, | 

XIV. The conversion of Justin Martyr occurred 
prior to the year 136. Hence, though both his 
two Apologies were written subsequent to that 
year, they will exhibit the received doctrine of 
the Church Catholic during the very earliest part 
of the second century. 

Him the Father ; and his Son, who came forth from 
him ;—and the prophetic Spirit : these wE worship 
and we adore, honouring them in word and in truth, 
and, to every personwho wishes to learn, ungrudgingly 
delivering them as WE OURSELVES have been taught ’*. 


* Ilapeyivero (6 Yidc) sig roy mapadetoov év TeOTwWTYH TOv OE0d, 
kal opirer T@ Addu. Theoph. ad Autol. lib. i. c. 22. 

? Ov yap pwpaivoper, dvdpec “EXAnvec, ouce Anpovc amay- 
yédAoper, Ocdy év avOpwrov popoyn yeyovévar KarayyédXorTEc. 
Tatian. Orat. cont. Graec. § xxxv. p. 77. Worth. 


° "ANN "Exeivoy re (scil. roy Tlarépa), cal rov map’ airov 


144 THE APOSTOLICITY [BOOK I. 


Atheists, then, we are not, inasmuch as wE worship 
the Creator of this universe :—and, having learned 
that Jesus Christ is the Son of him who is truly God, 
and holding him in the second place, we will shew, 
that, in the third degree, we honour also the pro- 
phetic Spirit in conjunction with the Word. 

For the Word, who is born from the unborn and 
ineffable God, wE worship and we love neat in order 
after God the Father: since also, on our account, he 
became man, in order that, being a joint partaker of 
our sufferings, he might also effect our healing’. 

XV. There were two Apologists, Quadratus and 
Aristides, of a yet earlier date than Justin: but 
their vindications of Christianity, which were ad- 
dressed to the Emperor Adrian when in the year 
125 he visited Athens for the purpose of being 
initiated into the Eleusinian Mysteries, are unfor- 
tunately lost. These productions were, however, 
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voc, Kal tao. romonrat. Justin. Apol, 11. Oper. p. 40. 
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extant, both in the time of Eusebius, and in the 
yet later time of Jerome.~ Hence, from the 
account which those two writers give of them, we 
may form a very clear idea of the nature of the 
doctrines which they propounded as the univer- 
sally received doctrines of the then existing Church 
Catholic. 

Eusebius styles the Work of Quadratus an Apo- 
logy on behalf of the worship of God which prevails 
among us": and he praises it as a production, 
from which we might discern clear indications, both 
of tts author's intelligence, and of his apostolically 
right division of doctrine?. With Quadratus he 
joins his contemporary Aristides: calling him a 
faithful man ; and stating, that his Apology, like 
that of Quadratus, was a defence of the worship of 
God as conducted by Christians *. 


‘"Arodoyiay brép ric Kal’ Hudc OeoceBetac. Euseb. Hist. 
Eccles. lib. iv. c. 3. 

? "ESE ov Karideiy éore Aapimoa TEekphpa rije re Tov avopdc dta~ 
volac Kat rie amooroNKhc opforopiac. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. 
lib. iv. c. 8. The expression, ép0oroptac, plainly alludes to 
St. Paul’s dpOoropotvra roy Adyoy ripe AAnOciac. 2 Tim. ii. 15. 
Hence, in the judgment of one who had subscribed the Ni- 
cene Creed, and who has given us the yet older Creed into 
the profession of which he was baptised, Quadratus was a di- 
vine, who rightly divided the word of truth. See above, book i. 
Change belts 

° Kal ’Aporedone 6 miorde avn Tie KAO’ iypae Oppapevoc ev- 
oePeiac, TD Kodpary raparAnciwe imép rie riorewe amoNoylay 
ETUPWYTLTAC ‘Adotav@, Karadédoure. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. 
Wy Pepys 
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The same measure of commendation is bestowed 
upon the apostolic orthodoxy of Quadratus by the 
strenuous Jerome : who, we may be well assured, 
would have dealt out no praise to a writer that 
he deemed heterodox. From the testimony of 
Quadratus himself, who declares that he had seen 
and conversed with many of the miraculously 
healed by Christ, he pronounces him to have been 
a disciple of the Apostles: and he states, that the 
Apology, which he presented to Adrian, was @ very 
useful production, strictly accordant with the Christ- 
ian Faith, and worthy of its author’s apostolical insti- 
tution’. He subjoins a similar account of the 


1 Quadratus, apostolorum discipulus, Publio Athenarum 
episcopo, ob Christi fidem martyrio coronato, in locum ejus 
substituitur, et ecclesiam, grandi terrore dispersam, fide et 
industria sua congregat. Cumque Adrianus Athenis exegisset 
hyemem, invisens Eleusinam, et omnibus pene Greeciz sacris 
initiatus, dedisset occasionem iis, qui Christianos oderant, abs- 
que praecepto imperatoris vexare credentes : porrexit ei librum, 
pro religione nostra compositum, valde utilem, plenumque ra- 
tionis et fidei, et apostolica doctrina dignum: in quo et anti- 
quitatem suze eetatis ostendens, ait ; plurimos a se visos, qui sub 
Domino variis in Judea oppressi calamitatibus sanati fuerant, 
et qui a mortuis resurrexerant. Hieron. Catal. Scriptor. Ee- 
cles. Oper. vol. i. p. 104. Colon. Agrip. 1616. 

Since Quadratus was Bishop of Athens in the year 125 when 
Adrian was initiated into the Eleusinian Mysteries, and since 
our Lord was crucified in the year 33: Quadratus, in his youth, 
might easily have conversed with those, whom Christ had mi- 
raculously healed. Eusebius, like Jerome, mentions this very 
interesting assertion as occurring in the Apology of Quadratus. 
Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. c. 3. 
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Apology of Aristides; which he notes as setting 
Sorth the right principles of our dogmatic theology |: 
and, in another place, he distinctly tells us, that 
the Apologies of Justin were imitations of the Apo- 
logy of Aristides *. 

From such descriptions of their writings, it is 
evident, that the system of doctrine, defended by 
Quadratus and Aristides, was the very same as 
that defended by Justin and Melito and Athen- 
agoras. It was a system, therefore, which pro- 
pounded the godhead of Christ and a triad of 
persons in the essence of the Deity: and, this 
system, Quadratus, the disciple of the Apostles, 
professed to have received from the Apostles. 

XVI. With Quadratus and Aristides, Tenatius, 
during a part of their lives, was contemporary : 
for, like Polycarp, he was a disciple of St. John 
who died in the year 100; and he suffered mar- 
tyrdom at Rome, either in the year 107, or (as 
some think) in the year 116. The genuineness of 
his seven Epistles, in their shorter form, has been 


* Aristides Atheniensis, philosophus eloquentissimus, et sub 
pristino habitu discipulus Christi, volumen, nostri dogmatis 
rationem continens, eodem tempore quo et Quadratus, Adriano 
principi dedit, id est, Apologeticum pro Christianis: quod, 
usque hodie perseverans, apud philologos ingenii ejus judicium 
est. Hieron. Catal. Scriptor. Eccles. Oper. vol. i. p. 104. 

* Aristides philosophus, vir eloquentissimus, eidem principi 
(Adriano) Apologeticum pro Christianis obtulit, contextum 
philosophorum sententiis: quem imitatus postea Justinus, et 
ipse philosophus. Hieron. Epist. Ixxxiv. Oper. vol. i. p. 259. 

L 2 
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unanswerably established by Bishop Pearson : and, 
in this judgment, symbolise the deservedly great 
names of Vossius, Grotius, Petavius, Cotelerius, 
Grabe, Tillemont, Le Clerc, Du Pin, Usher, Ham- 
mond, Cave, Bull, Lardner, and Horsley. I shall, 
therefore, without hesitation, adduce Ignatius, as 
a competent and unexceptionable witness. Six 
out of his seven Epistles are addressed to Churches. 
Hence they partake of the public character of the 
Apology: and hence the doctrinal system, which 
they propound evidently as common alike to the 
writer and to the several Churches addressed, 
must be viewed, not as the mere insulated specu- 
lation of an individual, but as the familiar Creed 
of the entire Christian Community. 

There is one physician, fleshly and spiritual, made 
and not made, God become incarnate, true Life in 
death, both from Mary and from God, first passible 
and then impassible ’. 

Our God Jesus Christ was concewed by Mary 
according to the economy of God, from the seed 
indeed of David, but from the Holy Ghost’. 


' Eic¢ iarpdc éoriv, capkikdg re kal mvevparikoc, yevynroc Kal 
dyévynros (sive, juxta Athanasium et Gelasium, yeryroc cal yé~ 
vyntoc), €v aapKkl yevopevocg Oedc, év Davarw Lon ddnOuv}), Kat 
éx Mapiac kal ék Oeov, rprov maOnroc Kal rore arabe. Tenat. 
Epist. ad Ephes. § vii. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. ii. p. 13. 

?"O yap Oed¢ tpHy Inoote 6 Xptordc exvogpophOn t70 Mapiac 
Kar’ oikovopiay Ogov, ék orépparoc pev Aa/ri00, IIvevparoc oe 


‘Aytlov. Ignat. Epist. ad Ephes. § xviii. p. 15. 
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Permit me to be an imitator of the passion of my 
God’. | 

L glorify Jesus Christ, the God who has thus 
endued you with wisdom®. 

Expect him who is beyond all time, the eternal, 
the invisible ; even him, who on our account became 
visible: him, who is intangible and impassible ; who 
yet, on our account, suffered ; who yet, on our ac- 
count, endured after every manner *, 

XVII. The very short Epistle of Polycarp to 
the Philippians, which alone has survived him, is 
chiefly practical. Hence, we cannot expect there 
to find any very precise doctrinal statement. Yet, 
even in ¢iis document which appears to have been 
written almost immediately after the martyrdom of 
his friend and fellow-disciple Ignatius about the 
year 107, we may observe an incidental recognition 
of the divine nature of our Saviour. 

May the God and Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ ; and may he himself, the eternal high-priest, 
the Son of God, Jesus Christ; build you up in faith 
and truth ;—and grant unto you a lot and portion 


' Emrpédaré poe pysnrny elvac ra0ove rod Oecd pov. ITenat. 
Epist. ad Rom. § vi. p. 29. 

° Aokalw *Incoty Xpisrdv rov Ody rov otrwe vac scodi- 
cavra. Ignat. Epist. ad Smyrn. § i. p. 33. 

3 \ e ‘ / \ pA » » A ‘\ 

Tov vrepxaipov mpocddka, rov &xpovoy, roy aédparor, Toy 

Ov hac oparoy, ror aindagnroy, roy arabh, rov Ov ypac wa- 
Onrov, Tov Kara mavTa Tpdmoy Ov Hpac vropeivarra. Ignat, 


Epist. ad Polyc. § iii. p. 40. 
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among his saints, and to us also along with you, and 
to all who are under heaven and who hereafter shall 
believe in our Lord Jesus Christ and in his Father 
who raised him up from the dead’. 

This passage is indisputably a prayer, for edifi- 
cation in faith and truth, and for eternal felicity 
in heaven, addressed jointly to God the Father 
and to his Son Jesus Christ: for the Father and 
the Son are supplicated, that they would jointly 
confer these blessings, upon the Philippians, upon 
Polycarp himself, and upon all the faithful through- 
out all ages. Hence I see not how we can avoid 
the conclusion, that Polycarp, the disciple of St. 
John, must either have held the proper divinity of 
the Son, or have been apostatically guilty of gross 
and most indecent idolatry. How he taught his 
flock at Smyrna, over which he had been placed 
by the Apostles themselves about the year 83, we 
have already seen. In evident consequence of 
their primitive imstructor’s authoritative lessons, 
they habitually offered to Christ that divine adora- 


1 Deus autem et Pater Domini nostri Jesu Christi; et ipse 
sempiternus pontifex, Dei Filius, Jesus Christus ; eedificet vos 
in fide et veritate ;— et det vobis sortem et partem inter sanctos 
suos, et nobis vobiscum, et omnibus qui sunt sub ccelo qui 
credituri sunt in Dominum nostrum Jesum Christum et in 
ipsius Patrem qui resuscitavit eum a mortuis. Polycarp. 
Epist. ad Philipp. § xii. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. i. p. 191. 
This part of the Epistle exists only in the ancient Latin 
Version. 
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tion, which they shrank with horror from paying 
to their martyred Bishop '. 

XVIII. We can as little expect, from the plan 
of their composition, any very copious and precise 
statement of doctrine in either of the two Epistles 
to the Corinthians written by the venerable Cle- 
ment of Rome. Yet, though the first is altogether 
a practical dissuasive from schism and diyision, 
and though the second is professedly of a didactic 
and hortatory character :. yet, in both of them, do 
the recognised opinions of the early Church shew 
themselves with abundantly sufficient distinctness. 

1. The first Epistle is thought, by some, to 
have been written about the year 67: by others, 
about the year 96. ‘To my present purpose, its 
date is no way material: for I am concerned only 
with the authority of its writer. Now, on this 
point, St. Paul himself bears testimony to Clement, 
as being one of his fellow-labourers whose names 
are in the book of life ’. 

Ye were all humble-minded, in no wise boastful, 
subject rather than subjecting, giving rather than 
recewing. Being satisfied with the supplies which 
God has furnished for your journey, and diligently 
attending to his words, you recewed them into your 
very breasts and bowels: and before your eyes were 
his sufferings. Thus was there given unto all, a deep 


" See above, book i. chap. 4. § xu. 2. 
* Philip. iv. 3. 
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and glorious peace, and an insatiable desire of doing 
good: and, over all, there was a full effusion of the 
Holy Ghost’. 

for Christ is of the number of the humble-minded, 
not of those who exalt themselves above his flock. 
The sceptre of the majesty of God, our Lord Jesus 
Christ, came not in the pride of pomp and circum- 
stance, though he was able to have done so; but with 
humbleness of mind, as the Holy Ghost spake con- 
cerning him.— Ye see, beloved, what an example has 
been given unto us. Lor, if the Lord bore himself 
thus humbly: what ought we to do, who have come 
under the yoke of his grace’? ? 


* Ilavrec re éraretvoppoveire, pnoev adalovevdpevor, vrorac- 
TOMEVOL aANOV 7} VrOTaooOrTEC, Lado OLodVTEC 7) AapPavorTEc* 
Toic Epodiorc TOU OEod apKovpevor, Kal mpooéxovTec TovS Néyoug 
avTOU ExtpEhOc, EOTEPYLOMEVOL ITE TOC OTAGYXVoLC’ Kal Ta TAOH- 
para airov iv mpd dd0adpoy tuov. Otrwe eipiyy Babeia Kal 
AuTapa édéOoTo aot, Kal aKdpEeotoe 7OO0¢ Eic dyaborottay’ Kat 
mrnpne Uvevparoc ‘Aylou éxyvotc éxt maytag éyivero. Clem. 
Rom. Epist.i. ad Corinth. § 11. Patr. Apost. Cotel. vol. i. 
p- 147, 148. 

For raOjpara, Junius would read pabjpara, totally remodel- 
ling according to his humour the entire passage. The whole 
alteration is merely conjectural, and rests upon no authority. 
Junius, indeed, himself confesses it, when he says: Totus hic 
locus corruptus, et sic ForTE restituendus. ‘The bold assertion 
and the projected correction are alike altogether arbitrary. 
They are supported by no evidence. 

* Tarewoppovovvtwy yap éotw 6 Xpuordc, ovk ératpopévov 
ert TO Totpviov avrov. TO okijrrpoy rije peyadwovrne rov Ocod, 


0 Kuptoc np@y “Inoove Xproroe, ovk rDev ev Koprm ddaoveiac 
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The construction of the first of these two pas- 
sages, in which fis words and his sufferings can 
only be referred to the antecedent God, exhibits 
Clement, as applying the title of God to him who 
suffered upon the cross: and, in exact corres- 
pondence with it, the second of the two passages 
declares his glorious existence, as the sceptre of 
God’s majesty, anterior to his stooping with great 
humility to assume our nature; intimating, at the 
same time, that he might, had it so pleased him, 
have come into this our nether world under a very 
different appearance. 

In the last-cited passage, Clement obviously 
refers to the well known text in his fellow-labour- 
er’s Epistle to the Philippians *: and his language 
perfectly agrees with that of Irenéus, who, through 
the medium of Polycarp, derived his theology from 
St. John. 

On this account, our Lord, in the last times, 
recapitulating all things in himself, came to us, 
not as he might have done, but as we were able 
to behold him. For he might have come to us 
in his own proper ineffable glory: but, of his own 


ovde UrEpnpaviac, Kalen Ovydpevoc’ dda TaTELvodpovay, KAaDdE 
70 Iveta rO"Aywv rept avrov éhdd\noev.— Opare, avdpec dya- 
myTol, Tic 6 Uroypappoc 6 deddpeEvog ipiv? ei yao 6 Kiptoc ovrwe 
ETAT ELVOPOVHGE, TL TOLHGOMEY HuEtc ot UO TOY Cuyoy Tie xaptros 
avrov éMOdvrec; Clem. Rom. Epist. i. ad Corinth. § xvi. Patr. 
Apost. Cotel. vol. i. p. 156, 157. 

* Philip. i. 5—11. 
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proper glory, we were not able to endure the mag- 
nitude : 

Similar phraseology occurs in the very ancient 
Epistle, which is ascribed to the Apostle Barnabas, 
but which really seems to have been written by a 
Hebrew Christian of that name about the year 137. 

When he chose his Apostles who were about to 
preach his Gospel,—then he manifested himself to be 
the Son of God. For, unless he had come in the 
flesh, how could we men, when looking upon him, have 
been saved ? For they, who look even upon the perish- 
able sun, which is the work of his hands, are unable 
to gaze upon its beams. Wherefore, the Son of God 
came in the flesh, that he might sum up the full 
measure of iniquity to those who have persecuted his 
prophets to death’. 


* Propter hoc, Dominus noster, in novissimis temporibus 
recapitulans in seipso omnia, venit ad nos, non quomodo ipse 
poterat, sed quomodo illum nos videre poteramus. Ipse enim, 
in sua enarrabili gloria, ad nos venire poterat: sed nos magni- 
tudinem glorize suz portare non poteramus. Iren. adv. her, 
lib. iv. c. 74. p. 309. 

2 "Ore O€ rove idtove ameord\ove, Tove péeA\NovTacg KnpvooELY 
TO evayyéduoy adrov, é&edeéaro,- —rére édavépwoey Eavroy Yiov 
Ogov civar. Ei yap pr) Ger év capkl, THC ay EowWOnpeEY AvOpw- 
mot, PA€tovrec abroy 3 “Ore Tov HédNovra pur) givac rLoy, Epyor 
XElpOv avTov vTapxovTa, [AéETOVTEC, OUK ioxyvovoty eic adkrivac 
avrou avrop)adpijoa. Odvxody 6 Yide rod Oeod éc TovrTo HAVE Ev 
gaokl, iva TO TédELoy TOY apapTi@yv Kepadawwoan rote dwéacey év 
Oavary rove mpophrac abrov. Barnab. Epist. Cathol. § v. Patr, 
Apost. Cotel. vol. i. p. 15, 16. 

For the ascription of this Epistle to a Hebrew Christian of 


10 
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2. The second Epistle of Clement opens with 
what is equivalent to a direct assertion of Christ’s 
eodhead. | 

Brethren, we ought thus to think concerning Jesus 
Christ, as concerning God, as concerning the judge 
of both the quick and the dead. And we ought not 
to think small things concerning our salvation: for, 
in thinking small things concerning him, we are 
hoping to recewe only small things’. 


the Church of Jerusalem about the year 137, see below, ap- 
pend, i. numb. 2. sect. 2. § v. It is cited or referred to by 
Clement of Alexandria and Tertullian and Origen and Euse- 
bius. See Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. ii. v. Oper. p. 373, 375, 
389, 396, 410, 571, 572, 577. Colon. 1688. Tertull. de Pudic. 
Oper. p. 766. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. i. p. 49. Euseb. Hist. 
Eccles. lib. iii. ec. 25. Hence, whether my particular ascription 
be right or wrong, it at least exhibits the doctrine of the Church 
anterior to the time of Clement of Alexandria. 

1 "Adedool, orwe dei Hpac oovety wept “Incod Xprorov, we 
Teo Oeov, we mE KptTOU CwyTwY Kal vexpwr. Kat ov det Hpac 
pukpa poovety wept rijc owrnpiac Hu@y* év TO yao Hpovety Hpac 
pukpa mept avrov, puxpa kal édriGopev aPetv. Clem. Rom. 
Epist. i. ad Corinth. §1. p. 185. 

On the alleged authority of Eusebius, some have pronounced 
this second Epistle to be spurious. Eusebius himself, however, 
does not say so: he merely intimates, that it was not so well 
known as the first Epistle, and that (so far as he was acquainted) 
the ancients did not use it. 

loréov 0 we kal devrépa ric elyar Néyerae rou KAnpevroc 
émtoToAy’ ov py 0° dpolwe rH TpoTépG Kal TavTHY yvwpLmor 
értoTdpeOa, Ore ponde Tove dpxalove abrh Kexpnpevove toper. 
Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 38. 

The 
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Clement is evidently censuring those early 
judaising heretics of the Ebionitic School, whose 
object, in defiance of the apostolic doctrine of the 
entire Church Catholic, was to degrade the Saviour 
to the rank of a mere creature. 


The reason why the second Epistle was not so well known 
as the first, and the import of his saying that the ancients 
did not use it so far as he was acquainted, seem to be ex- 
plained in the subsequent statement of Eusebius: that, accord- 
mg to old custom, the first Epistle was publicly read in the 
churches on the Lord’s day. For the antiquity of this practice, 
he cites Dionysius of Corinth. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. 
c. 23. Now the second Epistle was not thus used by the 
ancients. Hence, of course, it was not so well known as the 
first. But I see not, how this circumstance establishes its 
spuriousness: and, therefore, I have not scrupled to cite it. 
At all events, whether it be the production of Clement or not, it 
is considerably older than the time of the first Nicene Council. 
Under this aspect, even taken at the lowest, it must certainly 


be reckoned among antenicene testimonies to the divinity of 
Christ. 


CHAPTER VI. 


RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY AFFORDED TO THE FACT 
OF THE POSITIVE ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF 
THE TRINITY AND THE GODHEAD OF CHRIST, BY THE 
ANCIENT CREEDS OR SYMBOLS OF THE EARLY 
CHURCH. 


Ir the received doctrine of the first Christians 
may be historically ascertained from accredited 
Apologies and Epistles, even still more positively 
may it be gathered from certain public instru- 
ments of yet another description. | 

From the very beginning, the Catholic Church 
has found it convenient to arrange, in the form 
of Creeds or Symbols, those doctrines, which were 
taught to the Catechumens, and which were be- 
lieved by the whole body of the faithful in com- 
munion with her. These Creeds or Symbols, 
though not originally recited in the ordinary ec- 
clesiastical service, but only at the two great bap- 
tismal seasons of Easter and Whitsuntide, were 
yet most familiarly known and received, as indeed 
their very name imports, by the whole assembly 
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of the baptised whether Clergy or Laity’. They 
formed the basis of the consummating lectures, 
which were delivered by the Catechists to the 
more advanced class of the Catechumens during 
the forty days which immediately preceded their 
baptism: and the same Creed, which had thus 
been employed as a text-book, was recited by the 
candidate at the font ere he was solemnly washed 
in the laver of regeneration”. Such being the 
case, as the Creed of each Church was communi- 
cated to every Catechumen, and was received by 
every Catechumen, and at the font in answer to 
the interrogation of the Bishop or Presbyter was 
recited by every Catechumen : it, of course and by 
absolute necessity, expressed the faith of every 
baptised member of the Catholic Church. 

If, at a subsequent period, any one became dis- 
satisfied with the Symbol which he had approba- 
tively recited at his baptism, and if he thence 
adopted a different system of belief; he quitted the 
Catholic Church, and joined himself to the party 


* About the year 500, the custom of publicly reciting the 
Creed, whenever divine service was performed, was introduced 
_ by Peter Gnapheus Bishop of Antioch. Kal év rdon ovvdter rd 
cipPorov rA€yecOar. Theodor. Lector. Hist. Eccles. lib. ii 
p- 566. Paris. 1673. The benefit of such a plan was soon 
perceived: and thence the plan itself was soon universally 
adopted. 7 

* Cyril, Hieros. Catech. iv. p. 24—30. Lutet. 1631. Hieron. 
ad Pammach. epist. Ixi. c. 4. Oper. vol. i. p. 180. Colon. 
Agripp. 1616, 


f 
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of the leader whose principles he had preferred : 
or, if he attempted to remain within the pale of 
the Church, as soon as his departure from the 
common faith was known or suspected, he was 
called to account; and, if he refused to abandon 
the speculations which he had embraced, he was 
solemnly excommunicated, and by this marked 
separation from the body of the faithful was pre- 
vented as much as possible from doing further 
mischief. 

Thus, when Dionysius of Alexandria, about the 
middle of the third century, was accused of having 
taken up some unscriptural notions respecting the 
doctrine of the Trinity; he was forthwith called 
to account by a synod of his brethren, in order that 
he might have an opportunity of vindicating him- 
self in the face of the whole Church. This he did 
to their perfect satisfaction: for, the synod being 
convened at Rome, he wrote to the Bishop of that 
See ; and, in his letter, he so effectually defended 
himself against the charge of heterodoxy, that he 
was fully acquitted of the accusation which had 
been preferred against him '. 

Thus also, when Theodotus, at the close of the . 
second century, attempted to propagate at Rome 
the doctrine, that Christ was a mere man and that 
There is no distinction of persons in the Unity of the 
Godhead ; he was similarly called to account by 


* See above, book 1. chap. 5. § mt, 
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Victor the Bishop of that city, im order that he 
might similarly have an opportunity of vindicating 
or explaining his conduct. ‘This, however, he 
could not do; for he persisted in maintaining the 
scheme of doctrine which he had taken up: and 
the consequence was; that, having avowedly de- 
parted from the well-known common faith of the 
Catholic Church, he was by excommunication 
visibly separated from the society of the faith- 
ful’. : 

Such instances of the jealous care, with which 
the early Christians guarded their doctrinal system, 
prove most abundantly: that, in the Creeds or 
Symbols universally expounded to Catechumens 
shortly before their baptism, we have the un- 
doubted faith, not merely of a few speculative and 
fantastical individuals, but of the whole collective 
body of the primitive Catholic Church. Those, 
who departed from these Symbols, like soldiers 
who deserted their standards, were counted here- 
tics and false brethren: and, that they might be 
accurately distinguished from sound members of 
Christ’s body mystical in whatever mode they had 
swerved from what was deemed theological verity, 
Irenéus the second from St. John, and others of 
the early Fathers, wrote express treatises against 
them’. 


* Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. v. c. 28. 
* Dr. Priestley labours to make out a case for the supposi- 
tion: that the early Antitrinitarians were on such excellent 
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These facts are often alluded to by the ancient 
ecclesiastical authors. 

We must flee, says Irenéus, from the doctrines of 
heretics: and we must take refuge from them in the 
bosom of the Church. 

There both are and have been, says Justin Martyr, 
many persons; who have taught, coming in the 
name of Jesus, both to say and to do things atheis- 


terms with the early Trinitarians, that: they were admitted into 
the most full and the most harmonious communion. 

I have read his statement: but, as I have also read sundry 
of the ancient ecclesiastical writers, I have read it without con- 
viction. 

For anathemas, with which we frail mortals have but small 
concern, I entertain no great affection: yet, simply as a matter 
of fact, when we find Irenéus pronouncing that the humanitarian 
Ebionites are deprived of eternal life, it is difficult to compre- 
hend the existence of the amiable confraternity celebrated by 
Dr. Priestley. 

Qui nudé tantum hominem eum dicunt ex Joseph generatum, 
perseverantes in servitute pristinze inobedientie, moriuntur.— 
Ignorantes eum qui ex Virgine est Emanuel, privantur munere 
ejus, quod est vita eterna. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 21. § 1. 
p: 212. 

Even independently of all anathemas, the discrepance, be- 
tween those who adore Christ as very God, and those who deem 
him a mere peccable man, is plainly, in the nature of things, 
too immeasureably great to admit of any communion of social 
religious worship. But, when to this irreconcileable difference 
a plain curse is superadded, the matter becomes quite hopeless. 
Irenéus and Dr. Priestley would have been sorry company, I 
should think, in the primitive cathedral church of Lyons. 

’ Tren. adv. heer, lib. v. c. 17. § 2. p. 342. 

VOL. I. M 


162 THE APOSTOLICITY * {BOOK Se. 


tical and blasphemous: and they are severally en- 
titled from the names of the persons, who first in- 
troduced each particular doctrine and opinion.— 
With no one of these do we hold communion : inas- 
much as we know them to be atheistical and w- 
pious *. 

We are prophetically commanded, says Clement 
of Alexandria, to separate ourselves from the above- 
named heresies, since they are impure and atheis- 
tical’. 

The Lord, says Tertullian, knoweth those who 

are his: and the plant, which his Father hath not 
planted, he eradicates. Hence the first he sheweth 
to be last: and his fan he beareth in las hand to 
purge his floor. Let, then, the mere light chaff fly 
away. By its departure, the mass of corn will only 
be laid up the more pure in the Lord’s granary. 
Did not some even of his own disciples, being of- 
fended, turn away from the Lord himself ?2—Shall 
we, then, indignantly wonder, if some persons desert 
our Churches ?—Being heretics, these individuals 
cannot be Christians *. 
_ With those who have been in the Church from the 
very beginning, says Basil, zt has ever been an in- 
variably standing rule, to reject altogether the en- 
tire collective body of heretics *. 


1 Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 196. 
? Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. ii. Oper. p. 456. 


Tertull. de preescript. adv. her. Oper. p. 96, 109. 
* Basil. Epist. ad Amphil. Oper. vol. i. p. 758. Paris. 
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No sooner did each heresy start into existence, 
Says Augustine, than it forthwith went out from the 
congregation of the catholic communion '. 

The very circumstance, indeed, of this departure, 
is a proof: that, on the sound principles of his- 
torical testimony, we must, in those early times, 
seek the doctrine of the Apostles, whatever such 
doctrine might be, within the pale of the Catholic 
Church. For, in revealed religion, WHATEVER Is 
FIRST, IS TRUE: and the primitive Church Catholic 
was a congeries of numerous harmonising pro- 
vincial Churches; which, as Chrysostom speaks, 
received its name from the Faith itself, and not from 
the name of some mere innovating individual, who 
undertook to become an heresiarch °. 

I. The Symbol, which ascriptively bears the 
name of the Apostles, is, in truth, the ancient 
symbol of the great western patriarchal Church of 
Rome. 

In its somewhat enlarged form, we are all 
familiar with it. I shall, therefore, give it in its 
shorter primitive form, as we read it in the Ex- 
position of Ruffinus of Aquileia, who flourished 
during the lapse of the fourth century. 

L beheve in God the Father Almighty. 

And in Jesus Christ his only Son our Lord : who 


' August. de Baptism. cont. Donat. lib. v. c. 19. Oper. 
vol, vii. p. 57. Colon. 
* Chrysost. Homil. xxxiii. in Act. Apost. c. xv. Oper. 
vol. vill. p. 680. 
M 2 
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from the Holy Ghost was born of the Virgin Mary, 
was crucified under Pontius Pilate, and was buried ; 
he descended into hell; on the third day, he rose 
again from the dead ; he ascended into heaven; he 
sitteth at the right hand of the Father ; from thence 
he will come to judge the quick and the dead. 

And in the Holy Ghost; in the holy Cathole 
Church ; in the forgiveness of sins ; and in the re- 
surrection of this flesh’. 

For the primitive simplicity of this Symbol, 
Ruffinus well accounts, by a remark singularly 
honourable to the early Church of Rome. 

In that Church no heresy ever originated. 
Hence, those minute and precise definitions, which 
from the first the subtle genius of oriental aberra- 
tion made necessary, were not found requisite to se- 
cure the faith of the more simple-minded Latins *. 


1 Credoin Deum Patrem Omnipotentem: etinJesum Christum 
unicum Filium ejus Dominum nostrum ; qui natus est de Spiritu 
Sancto ex Maria Virgine, crucifixus est sub Pontio Pilato, et 
sepultus ; descendit in inferna: tertia die resurrexit a mortuis ; 
ascendit in coelos; sedet ad dexteram Patris; inde venturus 
est judicare vivos et mortuos: et in Spiritum Sanctum ; Sanc- 
tam Ecclesiam Catholicam; remissionem peccatorum ; hujus 
carnis resurrectionem. Ruffin. Expos. Symbol. Apost. ad calc. 
Cyprian. Oper. p. 17—26. 

This Creed, in its general use, was finally brought into its 
present somewhat enlarged familiar form subsequent to the 
year 400. 

The Church of Aquileia added invisibilem et impassibilem 
after Patrem Omnipotentem. Ibid. art. 1. p. 19. 

? Ruffin. Expos. Symbol. Apost. art. i. p. 17. 
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II. In the year 350, Cyril was consecrated 
Bishop of Jerusalem. Prior to his elevation, he 
had been the Catechist of the same Church: and, 
as his Catechetical Lectures have come down to 
us, it is easy to abstract from them the Creed, 
which had been used in that Society long before 
the commencement of his own episcopate. 

The following Symbol is collected, article by 
article, from Cyril’s fourth Catechetical Lecture : 
a Lecture, addressed to those more advanced 
Catechumens, who were preparing themselves for 
Baptism or (as the rite was then technically styled) 
Illumination. | 

IT believe in one God the Father Almghty, alone 
unbegotien, without beginning, without turning, 
without change, not begotten from any other; the 
Father, before all worlds, of his one only-begotten 
Son our Lord Jesus Christ, through whom he made 
all things visible and invisible. 

And in the Son of God, one and alone, our Lord 
Jesus Christ ; God begotten from God, Light from 
Light, like in all things to him that begat him ; who 
received not his existence in time, but who before all 
worlds eternally and unceasingly was begotten from 
the Father, before all worlds God the Word; who 
was born from the holy virgin and the Holy Ghost, 
truly man and truly God; who was truly crucified 
for our sins ; who was buried, and rose again on the 
third day from the dead, and ascended into heaven, 
and sitteth on the right hand of the Lather ; who 


166 THE APOSTOLICITY [BOOK I. 


will thence come in glory to judge both the quick and 
the dead ; of whose kingdom there shall be no end. 

And in one Holy Ghost: who, with the Father 
and the Son, is honoured in the glory of the God- 
head ; who operated in the Law and in the Prophets, 
operating indeed variously, but being himself un- 
divided’. 

Cyril styles this Creed The Holy Apostolical 
kath delivered to us for our profession? : and, as 
while yet a Catechist he expounded it to the candi- 
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dates for baptism, and as in the administration of 
baptism it is well known that both the Eastern 
and the Western Churches retained their own 
several ancient Creeds even after the time of the 
great Nicene Council; it can only be the old 
Creed of the Church of Jerusalem. Its high an- 
tiquity is marked, indeed, by its frequent allusions 
to the peculiarities of Gnosticism, which troubled 
chiefly the Church of the first and second centuries. 

III. Another ancient Creed, apparently of the 
Alexandrian Church, has been preserved by Atha- 
nasius in his Epistle to the Africans: and to their 
own knowledge of mere facts he appeals, whether 
it does not set forth doctrines, which had always 
been universally received, and respecting which no 
Christian ever doubted. 

I believe in one God the Father Almighty, maker 
of all things both visible and invisible. 

And in one Lord Jesus Christ, his only-begotien 
Son. | 

And in one Holy Ghost. 

I believe in one God, who is known as the holy 
and perfect Trinity. 

Into which Trinity being baptised, and im this 
Godhead assenting, I believe, that I shall inherit the 
kingdom of heaven in our Lord Jesus Christ’. 
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IV. The same system of doctrine, though at 
greater length, is inculcated in the Confession of 
the Church of Neocesaréa. 

This document was drawn up, doubtless not as 
a novelty but from Symbols already existing, by its 
Bishop Gregory Thaumaturgus, who flourished 
about the year 254: and we are told by Gregory of 
Nyssa, who lived a century later, that the original 
autograph was then still preserved by the Christ- 
ians of that Church with religious veneration. 

Lhere is one God, the Father of the living Word, 
the subsisting Wisdom and Power and eternal Im- 
press: he is the perfect begetter of the perfect one, 
even the Father of the only-begotten Son. 

There is one Lord, the alone from the alone, God 
from God; the express Impress and Image of the 
Godhead, the energetic Word, the Wisdom compre- 
hending the constitution of all things, and the plas- 
tic Power of the whole creation ; the true Son of the 
true Father, the invisible of the invisible, the incor- 
ruptible of the incorruptible, the immortal of the im- 
mortal, the eternal of the eternal. 

And there is one Holy Ghost, having his sub- 
sistence from God, who appeared unto men through 
the Son, the Image of the Son, perfect of perfect ; 
life, the cause of the living ; the holy fountain, holi- 
ness, the bestower of sanctification; in whom God 
kal €v ravTn ovvarroueroc TH Oedryre, miorebw Kal kAnpovopioae 
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Epist. ad African, Oper. vol. i. p, 725. 
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the Father 1s manifested who is over all and in all, 
and God the Son who is through all. 

There is a perfect Trinity, in glory and eternity 
and sovereignty neither divided nor separated’. 

Here ends the Confession of Gregory Thauma- 
turgus himself: its conclusion was subsequently 
added by Gregory of Nyssa. 

Wherefore, in this Trinity, there is nothing either 
created or servile or adventitious ; as if it existed 
not before, but was afterward introduced. for the 
Son was never wanting to the Father: nor the Spirit, 
to the Son. But this Trinity is eternally the same, 
unchangeable and invariable '. 

V. Such was the highly venerated Creed or 
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Confession of Gregory ‘Thaumaturgus: and with 
it fully agree two very ancient Latin Symbols, 
which have been preserved by Tertullian. 

The precise age of these two documents we may 
not be able to determine: but, as that writer 
flourished about the year 200; they obviously 
must have been drawn up, not later than during 
the lapse of the second century, or not later than 
during the lives of the first succession from the 
Apostles '. 

I. One of these ancient Symbols, with Tertul- 
lian’s introductory comment, runs in manner fol- 
lowing. 

There is a Rule of Fath, that now henceforth we 
may profess what we may defend: that Rule, to wit, 
by which it is thus believed. 

Without all doubt, there is one God: nor is there 
any other beside the Creator of the world ; who, 
through his own Word emitted first of all things, 
produced all things out of nothing. 

That Word is called his Son. In his name, that 
is, of God, the Word variously appeared to the | 
Patriarchs : was always heard in the Prophets : was 
lastly sent, from the Spirit and Virtue of God, into 
the Virgin Mary; was made flesh in her womb ; 
was born from her a man; and was Jesus Christ. 
Henceforth, the Word preached a new law and a 
new promise of the kingdom of heaven: accom- 
plished virtues: was fixed to the cross: rose again 


1 See Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. i. Oper. p. 274, 275. 
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on the third day : was snatched up into the heavens : 
and sat at the right hand of the Father. | 

This same Word further sent the vicarious energy 
of the Holy Ghost, who might guide those that 
believe: and he will finally come with brightness, to 
take the saints to the fruition of eternal life and of 
the heavenly promises, and to judge the profane with 
perpetual fire; a resurrection of each part being 
made with the restitution of the flesh’. 

2. The other Symbol speaks exactly to the 
same purpose. 

Both always, and now yet more as being instructed 
by the Paraclete, we receive and maintain the fol- 
lowing articles of Faith. 

We believe in one God: but, nevertheless, under 
this dispensation, which we call the Economy. 


* Regula est autem fidei, ut jam hine quid defendamus pro- 
fiteamur ; illa scilicit, qua creditur : 

Unum omnino Deum esse, nee alium preter mundi condi- 
torem; qui universa ex nihilo produxerit per Verbum suum 
primo omnium emissum. Id Verbum Filius ejus in nomine 
Dei varié visum patriarchis, in prophetis semper auditum, pos- 
tremo delatum ex Spiritu Dei et virtute in Virginem Mariam, 
carnem factum in utero ejus, et ex ea natum hominem, et esse 
Jesum Christum: exinde preedicasse novam legem et novam 
promissionem regni ccelorum, virtutes fecisse, fixum cruci, 
tertia die resurrexisse: in coelos ereptum, sedisse ad dexteram 
Patris : misisse vicariam vim Spiritus Sancti, qui credentes agat : 
venturum cum claritate, ad sumendos sanctos in vite eterne 
et promissorum ccelestium fructum, et ad prophanos judicandos 
igni perpetuo, facta utriusque partis resuscitatione cum carnis 


restitutione. Tertull. de preescript. adv. heret. Oper. p. 100. 
10 
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We say, that of the one God there ts also his Son, 
namely his Word: who proceeded from him; through 
whom all things were made; and without whom no- 
thing was made. We believe, that he was sent by 
the Father into the Virgin; and that from her ie 
was born both man and God, the son of man and the 
Son of God, named Jesus Christ. We believe, that 
he suffered, that he died and was buried according 
to the Scriptures, that he was raised again by the 
Father, that he was taken back into heaven, that he 
sitteth at the right hand of the Father, and that he 
will come again to judge both the quick and the dead. 

Who thence, according to his promise, sent forth, 
from the Father, the Holy Ghost the Paraclete, the 
sanctifier of the faith of those who believe in the 
Father and in the Son and in the Holy Ghost’. 


1 Nos vero, et semper, et nunc magis ut instructiores per 
Paracletum deductorem scilicet omnis veritatis, unicum quidem 
Deum credimus: sub tamen hac dispensatione, quam oikovopiay 
dicimus : ut unici Dei sit et Filius Sermo ipsius, qui ex ipso 
processerit, per quem omnia facta sunt, et sine quo factum est 
nihil. Hune missum a Patre in Virginem, et ex ea natum ho- 
minem et Deum, filium hominis et Filium Dei, et cognominatum 
Jesum Christum. Hunc passum, hune mortuum et sepultum 
- secundum Scripturas, et resuscitatum a Patre, et in ccelo re- 
sumptum, sedere ad dexteram Patris, venturum judicare vivos 
et mortuos. Qui exinde miserit, secundum promissionem suam, 
a Patre Spiritum Sanctum Paracletum, sanctificatorem fidei 
eorum qui credunt in Patrem et Filium et Spiritum Sanctum. 
Tertull. adv. Prax. § 1. Oper. p. 405. 

I need scarcely to remark : that Tertullian’s adoption of the 
whimsical speculation of the descent of the Paraclete upon Mon- 
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3. It is worthy of remark: that, to these two 
Symbols respectively, Tertullian subjoins two very 


tanus, to which he alludes in the exordium of this second Sym- 
bol, affects not the doctrine set forth in the Symbol itself. 
Tertullian’s montanistical fancy did not at all interfere with his 
own abstract belief respecting the nature and economical office 
of the Holy Ghost. Here, so far as I know, he perfectly agreed 
with the Catholic Church: the standard doctrine of which is 
propounded in the Symbol. 

As for Montanus, whose enthusiastic reveries were so unac- 
countably adopted by Tertullian, he has been, I think, much 
misrepresented. 

His doctrine I have stated to be; that The Paraclete de- 
scended upon him: for, in truth, I can find no sufficient evi- 
dence, on the strength of which to charge him with the monstrous 
notion, sometimes ascribed to him; that HE HIMSELF was the 
Paraclete incarnate. 

From the writings of his proselyte Tertullian, at least, I 
gather his real doctrine to have been: that The Paraclete 
descended upon him, not in the way of personal incarnation, but 
only as the same Paraclete had already descended upon the 
Apostles in the day of Pentecost. Whence, in consequence of 
this lamentable delusion, he claimed to be the appointed instru- 
ment of putting the last finish to the Gospel by rendering it more 
completely spiritual than the less-gifted Apostles had left it. 

Such, through the specially extraordinary inspiration of the 
Spirit, was the lofty commission, with which Montanus asserted 
himself to be entrusted: and, avowedly on the strength of it, 
his followers assumed the name of rvevparccot or spiritual ; 
while the despised Catholics they denominated wWvyxexoi or 
animal, 

On the whole, I should incline to say, that Montanus was a 
wrong-headed fanatic ; rather than, in the strictly legitimate 


sense of the word, that he was a doctrinal heretic. 
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important declaratory attestations ; each of which 
respects, not a mere opinion, but an absolute his- 
torical Fact. 

The following is the attestation, subjoined to the 
first Symbol. 

This Rule, instituted by Christ, admits of no ques- 
tions among us: except, indeed, only those questions, 
which heresies introduce, and which in return make 
heretics '. 

The following, again, is the attestation, sub- 
Joined to the second Symbol. 

Las Rule or Symbol of Faith has descended to 
us from the very beginning of the Gospel, even prior 
to every heretic who can claim the highest antiquity : 
a matter, which the very circumstance, of All here- 
tics being later than it, will most abundantly demon- 
strate. In short, against all heresies, this canon may 
be safely laid down: WHATEVER Is FIRST, IS TRUE; 
WHATEVER IS LATER, IS SPURIOUS”. 

We can with difficulty conceive, how two such 
declarations as these could have been publicly and 


* Heee regula, a Christo, ut probabitur, instituta, nullas 
habet apud nos quastiones ; nisi quas heereses inferunt, et quee 
hereticos faciunt. Tertull. de preescript. adv. her. Oper. 
p. 100. 

* Hane regulam ab initio Evangelii decucurrisse, etiam ante 
priores quosque heereticos,—probabit ipsa posteritas omnium 
heereticorum.—Quoper aque adversus universas heereses jam 
hine prajudicatum sit: Id esse verum, quodcunque primum ; 
id esse adulterum, quodcunqtie posterius. Tertull. adv. Prax. 


§ 1. Oper. p. 405. 
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controversially hazarded by Tertullian; declara- 
tions, it will be observed, which respect the yea 
or the nay of a mere naked Fact: unless he had 
known it to be a matter past all contradiction ; 
both that the Symbols were universally known 
and believed, by his contemporaries, to set forth 
the aboriginal faith of the Catholic Church as 
taught by Christ and his Apostles; that the 
Catholic Church of his own time received them as 
accurate statements of that faith; and that a 
dissent from them, or a rejection of them, was an 
acknowledged mark of innovating heretical pravity. 

VI. We have, however, yet earlier attestation 
to a Fact, than even that of Tertullian, though he 
was flourishing at the latter end of the second cen- 
tury: the attestation, too, of a much more venera- 
ble, and in some respects of a much more compe- 
tent, witness; the attestation, annexed to the pré- 
eminently ancient Symbol, which has been handed 
down to us by the holy Irenéus, the scholar of 
Polycarp, the disciple of St. John '. 


* Perhaps I may be permitted here to mention : that Eu- 
sebius has preserved a summary of doctrine equivalent to a 
Symbol, which, if genuine, may indeed claim to itself the very 
highest praise both of antiquity and of authority. 

This summary purports to be the substance of the prepared 
first address of the Apostle Thaddéus to King Agbarus and the 
Edessenes : and Eusebius states; that he himself translated it 
verbatim from the syriac original, which the Church of Edessa 
had preserved in her archives. 


Such 
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Polycarp received the crown of martyrdom in 
the year 147: and Irenéus, who in his youth was 
a diligent hearer of him, was born in the year 97, 
and wrote his Work against heresies in the year 
175. Great, therefore, and important, so far as 
the two points of chronology and personal charac- 
ter are concerned, is the value of his testimony. 

But its value is yet further increased by the 
circumstance, of his having been intimately. ac- 
quainted with the Churches both of the East and 
of the West. For, as, during the earlier part of 
his life, he dwelt in Asia under the immediate eye 
of his apostolic master Polycarp: so, during the 
latter part of it, he presided, as Bishop, in the 
Gallican Church of Lyons. 

Thus excellently, in every respect, is he qua- 
lified to be an unimpeachable witness both to 


Such testimony sufficiently proves the remote antiquity of 
the document: but, whether it were actually the profession of 
faith made by the Apostle Thaddéus, is a somewhat different 
question. | 

In general, I may observe: that it exhibits the distinct out- 
line of a Creed or rather of an Ecthesis treating of the nature 
and offices of Christ. And, in particular, | may remark: that, 
with a plain allusion to the doctrine propounded by the well 
known text in Philipp. ii. 6—8, it unequivocally sets forth the 
tenet of our Lord’s divinity. Christ, it says, submitted to 
death: and, by that extraordinary act of humility, éopiéxpuver 
avrov rv Yedrnra, he diminished his own godhead, or made his 
onn godhead to be little. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. 1 c¢. 13. 
p. 26. 
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DOCTRINES and to Facts: to DOCTRINES, whether 
they agreed or disagreed with those which he had 
received from St. John through only the single 
intervening channel of Polycarp; to racrs, whether 
such doctrines were universally received in the 
Churches both of the East and of the West, and 
whether the members of those Churches unani- 
mously maintained that in each line of succession 
they had been regularly handed down from Christ 
and his Apostles. 

In all points, therefore, we cannot have a more 
thoroughly satisfactory witness than Irenéus : for, 
in chronology and in character and in competency, 
he is alike unexceptionable. 

Lhe Church, though dispersed through the whole 
world to the ends of the earth, hath received this 
faith from the Apostles and their disciples. 

She believes in one God the Father Almighty, who 
hath made the heaven and the earth and the seas and 
all things in them. 

And in one Jesus Christ the Son of God, who 
became incarnate for our salvation. 

And in the Holy Ghost: who, through the pro- 
phets, preached the dispensations, and the advents, 
and the birth from the Virgin, and the passion, and 
the resurrection from the dead, and the incarnate 
assumption to heaven, of our beloved Lord Jesus 
Christ ; and his coming from heaven, in the glory 
of the Father, to recapitulate all things, and to 
raise up all flesh of all mankind: in order that, to 
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Jesus Christ, our Lord and God and Saviour and 
King, according to the good pleasure of the invisi- 
ble Father, every knee may bow, of things in heaven 
and things on earth and things under the earth ; 
and in order that every tongue may confess him ; 
and in order that he may in all things execute just 
judgment *. 

What, in point of its actual composition or its 
actual drawing up, the precise age of this venera- 
ble Symbol may be, I pretend not to determine: 
but we can scarcely deem it more modern, than 
the earlier part of the second century. From his 
very boyhood, it was evidently familiar to Irenéus : 
and he both attests, we see, the universal recep- 
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tion of the doctrines which it inculcates; and 
stamps, with his own unimpeachable impress the 
strict apostolicity of those doctrines. 

In another place, he gives what may be deemed 
a sort of paraphrase of it : still, as a ract, declaring 
the universal reception of its doctrines, whether 
delivered in writing or communicated orally. 

[fit had so happened, that the Apostles had left 
us no Scriptures: must we not then have followed 
the order of that tradition, which they committed to 
those with whom they entrusted the Churches? To 
this, many nations of illiterate barbarians, who be- 
lieve in Christ, do virtually assent. For, by the 
Spirit, without ink or letters, they have salvation 
written in their hearts: and they diligently preserve 
the aboriginal tradition. 

Flence, they beheve in one God, the maker of 
heaven and earth and all things in them through 
Jesus Christ the Son of God: who, out of his ex- 
ceeding great love toward his own creature, submitted 
to be born of a virgin, uniting in himself man to 
God. He suffered under Pontius Pilate: rose 
again: was recewed into glory. And he shall come 
again, the Saviour of those who are saved, and the 
Judge of those who are judged: sending into eternal 
Jire those, who change the truth, and who despise his 
Father and his own advent. 

Those, who, without letters, have received this 
faith, are, with respect to our language indeed, bar- 
barians : but, with respect to sentiment and morality 
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and conversation, they are very wise through faith ; 
and, liwing in all justice and chastity and wisdom, 
they are pleasing unto God. If any person, speaking 
in their own language, reports to them the strange 
mventions of heretics, they quickly shut their ears 
and fiee from them as far as possible, not enduring 
to hear their blasphemous discourse}. 

1. From the testimony of Irenéus, we may learn, 
I think, the following important historical racts. 


* Quid autem, si neque Apostoli quidem Scripturas reliquis- 
sent nobis, nonne oportebat ordinem sequi traditionis, quam 
tradiderunt iis quibus committebant ecclesias ? Cui ordinationi 
assentiunt multe gentes barbarorum eorum qui in Christum 
credunt, sine charactere vel atramento scriptam habentes per 
Spiritum in cordibus suis salutem, et veterem traditionem dili- 
genter custodientes, m unum Deum credentes fabricatorem cceli 
et terrae et omnium que in eis sunt per Christum Jesum Dei 
Filum. Qui, propter eminentissimam erga figmentum suum 
dilectionem, eam quz esset ex Virgine generationem sustinuit, 
ipse per se hominem adunans Deo ; et passus sub Pontio Pilato; 
et, resurgens et in claritate receptus in gloria, venturus salvator 
eorum qui salvantur, et judex eorum qui judicantur, et mittens 
in ignem eeternum transfiguratores veritatis et contemptores 
Patris sui et adventus ejus. 

Hane fidem qui sine literis crediderunt, quantum ad sermo- 
nem nostrum, barbari sunt: quantum autem ad sententiam et 
consuetudinem et conversationem, propter fidem, perquam sapi- 
entissimi sunt, et placent Deo, conversantes in omni justitia et 
castitate et sapientia. Quibus si aliquis annunciaverit ea quae 
ab heereticis adinventa sunt, proprio sermone eorum colloquens, 
statim concludentes aures, longo longius fugient, ne audire qui- 
dem sustinentes blasphemum colloquium. TIvren. adv. her. 
lib. mi. c. 4. § 2. p. 172. 
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(1.) The doctrines, contained in the mutually 
harmonious Symbols of the Church Catholic, were 
the doctrines, not merely of a few speculative indi- 
viduals, but of the whole body of the faithful, 
whether high or low, whether rich or poor, 
whether lettered or unlettered, whether refined or 
barbarian. 

(2.) At that early period, those doctrines, in 
every part of the world and in every distinct pro- 
vincial Church, were unanimously believed to be 
the doctrines taught by the Apostles and concord- 
antly handed down from them in each ecclesiastical 
succession. 

(3.) Irenéus, who with perfect certainty must 
have known what doctrines had been in early life 
communicated to him by Polycarp the immediate 
disciple of St. John, pronounced the doctrines, 
taught in the universally received Symbols, to be 
those identical doctrines, which he had himself 
personally received from his venerable preceptor 
under the assurance that his preceptor had first 
personally received the very same doctrines from 
the mouth of the inspired Apostle. 

(4.) Such persons, as, starting up occasionally, 
in this place or in that place, in this year or in that 
year, impugned the doctrines contained in the 
Symbols, were invariably, by the members of the 
Catholic Communion, viewed with horror, as pro- 
fane innovators, who had departed from the primi- 
tive rule of faith: that rule, which was well known 
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to have been delivered by the Apostles, and which 
was carefully preserved, with perfect mutual agree- 
ment, by each detached Society of Christians, in 
whatever part of the earth, under its proper Bishop 
and Presbyters, that Society might have its local 
habitation. 

2. These racts, simply as facts, are manifestly 
established by the direct testimony of Ireneus: 
and, from them all conjointly, on the just princi- 
ples of historical evidence, the following additional 
palmary Fact must assuredly result. 

The doctrines, contained in the Symbol pre- 
served and explained by Irenéus, were the precise 
doctrines, taught by the Apostles, and from them 
handed down in all the various harmonising suc- 
cessions to the entire and collective Church 
Catholic. 

3. In the abstract, the Apostles themselves may 
have been men divinely inspired, as Christians 
believe ; or they may have been crafty impostors, 
as infidels contend: but ¢his precise question, un- 
der this special aspect, is nothing to my present 
purpose. I am now concerned with mere histo- 
rical facts: and one of those Facts 1s; that, 
Whether abstractedly true or abstractedly false, the 
Apostles taught the identical doctrines contained in 
the Symbol handed down to us by Irenéus. 

VII. Beside the larger Symbols which I have 
adduced, there was occasionally used in the 
early Church a very short Symbol, which seems 
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to have been denominated the Symbol of the 
Trinity. 

The notice of this short Creed will lead me to 
dwell somewhat more fully than I have hitherto 
done on that very important part of my subject, 
the public profession of faith made by every Cate- 
chumen, at the time of his baptism, in the words 
of some one of the several harmonising Symbols 
adopted by the various provincial branches of the 
one Church Catholic. 

I call this part of my subject emportani, because 
the very circumstance of such wnversal public pro- 
fession distinctly evinces: that the doctrinal sys- 
tem, uniformly propounded in all the Symbols 
alike, was not a congeries of speculations, taken 
up by a few fanciful individuals, subsequent to the 
time of the Apostles, and in opposition to the 
system which ¢hey had taught; but that it was 
the system, invariably received throughout the 
entire Church, in all parts of the world, from the 
very apostolic age itself’. 
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Immediately previous to his baptism, each Cate- 
chumen, whatever might be his rank or attain- 
ments, was interrogated as to his faith: and he 
then, thus adopting it as his own, made his public 
profession, either in the form of some one of the 
longer Symbols, or in the form of that shorter 
Symbol which was called the Symbol of the Trinity. 
Now this shorter Symbol was evidently constructed 
upon the form of administering baptism, which 
our Lord himself had prescribed: and it ran in 
manner following. 

IT believe in God: the Father, the Son, and the 
Floly Ghost’. 

In the original Greek, as Bishop Bull justly ob- 
serves, the sentence is so constructed, that the 
word God belongs, as a common predicate, to the 
Son and to the Spirit, no less than to the Father: 
and, this indubitable sense of the Creed, I have, 
accordingly, in the English version of it, expressed 
by the instrumentality of punctuation. I say in- 
dubitable: because, agreeably to the force of the 
original, it was thus understood by the ancients, 


Apol. 1. Oper. p. 73. See also Queest. et Respons. ad Ortho- 
dox. in Oper. Justin. p. 325. Cyprian. Epist. xxiii. Oper. vol. 
li. p. 200, 

* Hiorevw cic roy Oedv* rov Iarépa, rov Yidv, cairo “Aywoy 
Ivevpa. See Bull. Jud. Eccles. Cathol. c. iv. § 3. The most 
absolutely strict translation of this Creed gives the sense of its 
framers even yet more definitely and precisely. J believe in the 


Deity: the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost. 
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who should best know the meaning which it was 
intended to convey. 

My authority for styling this short Creed the 
Symbol of the Trinity is Firmilian in his epistle to 
Cyprian. The very name, which he bestows upon 
it, shews how it was understood: and he speaks, 
at the same time, of the legitimate ecclesiastical 
interrogation, to which this Symbol of the Trinity 
was the appointed answer '. 

The same account of the matter is given by 
Cyril of Jerusalem in those supplemental lectures, 
which he was wont to deliver to his late Cate- 
chumens subsequent to their baptism. 

Ye were brought, says he, to the holy laver of 
divine baptism, as Christ was brought from the cross 
to lus appointed sepulchre: and there each one of 
you was asked, if he believed in the name of the 
Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost ; and 
ye confessed a salutary confession, and ye were thrice 
plunged beneath the water and thrice emerged from 
it’.—For each one of you, when interrogated, was 


* Nunquid et hoc Stephanus, et qui illi consentiunt, compro- 
bant: maximeé cui nec Symbolum Trinitatis, nec interrogatio 
legitima et ecclesiastica defuit? Potest credi aut remissio pec- 
catorum data, aut lavacri salutaris regeneratio rite perfecta, ubi 
omnia, quamvis ad imaginem veritatis, tamen per deemonem 
gesta sunt? Nisi si et demonem in nomine Patris et Filii et 
Spiritus Sancti, gratiam baptismi dedisse contendunt, qui he- 
reticorum baptisma defendunt. Firmil. Epist. ad Cyprian. 
Epist. Ixxv. Cyprian. Oper. vol. ii. p. 223. 
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directed to answer: I believe in the Father, and in 
the Son, and in the Holy Ghost, and in one baptism 
of repentance’. 

To the same purpose also speaks Tertullian, at 
a much earlier period than that during which Cyril 
flourished. 

When our Lord was leaving this world, his last 
command was, that his Apostles should baptise into 
the Father and into the Son and into the Holy 
Ghost, not into any one of them separately from the 
others. Hence we are dipped, not merely once, but 
three tumes ; each immersion at each name of each 
person*.—Before we enter into the water, and some 
little time previously in the church under the hand of 
the Bishop, we protest, that we renounce the devil 
and his pomp and his angels. Then we are immerged 
three times, answering somewhat more than the Lord 
in the Gospel commanded *. 


yetobe kokuuPHOpar, we 6 Xprord¢e ATO Tov oravpov éxi TO TpO- 
Kelpevoy pvipa’ Kal ypwrdro ExaoToc, el TiorEever Eic TO Ovopa 
zov Ilarpoc kat rov Yiov cat rov ‘Ayiou Ivevparoc’ Kat wpodo- 
ynoare Tv owrhpiy dpodoyiay, Kal Karedvere rplrov eic TO Vowp, 
kat waduv avedvere. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. Myst. ii. p. 232. 

* Tore col éXéyero eimeiv' Ivoretw cic rov Ilarépa, Kai cic rov 
Yiov, Kal sic ro “Aytov IIvevpa, cat eic tv Parricpa pleravolac. 
Cyril. Hieros, Catech. Myst. i. p. 230. 

* Novissimé mandans, ut tingerent in Patrem et Filium et 
Spiritum Sanctum, non in unum. Nam, nec semel, sed ter, ad 
singula nomina in singulas personas tingimur. Tertull. adv. 
Prax. § xvi. Oper. p. 426. 


* Aquam adituri ibidem, sed et aliquanto prius in ecclesia sub 
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Tertullian’s expression, answering somewhat 
more, plainly refers to the renunciation of the devil 
and his works: which he had mentioned imme- 
diately before ; and which, he tells us, was made 
at the font as well as previously in the church 
before the Bishop. This renunciation, however 
decorous and proper, still constituted no part of 
the precise baptismal formula which our Lord 
commanded in the Gospel. Hence Tertullian 
accurately calls it somewhat more. But the very 
necessity of his language implies, that, as in bap- 
tism the candidates answered somewhat more than 
our Lord commanded, they of course answered 
also what our Lord did command. If, then, they 
answered according to what our Lord dd com- 
mand, they must clearly, when interrogated, have 
made a profession of-faith expressly built upon the 
baptismal formula. And, accordingly, as we learn 
both from Firmilian and from Cyril, that profes- 
sion was a solemn recital of the short Creed deno- 
minated the Symbol of the Trinity. 1 may add, 
that Tertullian has given us, what is manifestly an 
interpretation of the present Symbol, and what 
shews most distinctly the propriety of its familiar 
appellation. 

The Father .is God; and the Son is God; 


antistitis manu contestamur, nos renunciare diabolo et pompz 
et angelis ejus. Dehine ter mergitamur, amplius aliquid re- 
spondentes, quam Dominus in evangelio determinavit. Tertull. 
de coron. mil. § 1, Oper. p. 449. | 
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and the Spirit is God: and each one of them is 
God’. . 

Such was the Creed publicly professed by every 
individual, when, by baptism, he was admitted into 
the Catholic Church of Christ. On receiving the 
legitimate ecclesiastical interrogation, as Firmilian 
speaks, he recited and declared his assent to the 
Symbol of the Trinity. The necessity of making 
this profession excluded all, who could not receive, 
what was, in all the Churches, held and believed 
to be the primitive apostolic doctrine: and those, 
who stood thus excluded, or those, who subse- 
quently (in the language of the Antiochian Fathers) 
abjured the mystery into which they had been 
baptised, were from the very first pronounced, 
even by the mere circumstance of their upstart 
novelty, to be manifest corrupters of the ancient 
and sincere faith ”. 

If any one, says Cyprian, could be baptised among 
the heretics, he might obtain also remission of sins : 
and, if he obtained remission of sins, he might be 
sanctified and made the temple of God. But, I ask, 
of what God ? If of the Creator ; he, who did not 
believe in him, could not be made his temple: if of 
_ Christ; neither could he, who denies Christ to be 


God, be the temple of Christ : tf of the Holy Spirit ; 


* Pater Deus; et Filius Deus; et Spiritus Deus: et Deus 
unusquisque. ‘Tertull. adv. Prax. § 10. Oper. p. 414. 

° Tov élopxnoapevoy ro pvoripiov. Epist. Epise. Antioch. 
Concil. apud Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. vii. c. 80. p. 230. 
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since these three are one, how could the Holy Spirit 
be reconciled to him, who is an enemy both to the 
Father and to the Son ' ? 

But not only was the brief Symbol of the Trinity 
recited by every Catechumen at the time of his 
baptism : some one of the larger Creeds, whatever 
might be the precise form adopted by each par- 
ticular provincial Church, was also recited by him, 
on the same occasion, before the Bishop or Pres- 
byter and the whole Assembly of the Faithful. 

Such, as Ruffinus testifies, was the ancient cus- 
tom in the Roman Church?: and such, as the 
assembled Fathers of the first Nicene Council tes- 
tify, was the custom in all the various Churches, 
where they themselves had severally been cate- 
chised and baptised °. 


* Cyprian. Epist. Ixxiii. Oper. vol. 11. p. 203. See above, 
book i. c. 5. § v. 

* Mos ibi (scil. Romeze) servatur antiquus, eos, qui gratiam 
baptismi suscepturi sunt, publicé, id est, fidelium populo audi- 
enti, symbolum reddere. Ruffin. Expos. in Symbol. Apost. 
art. i. ad calc. Cyprian. Oper. p. 17. Oxon. 1682. 

Ruffinus of Aquileia flourished in the fourth century : and he 
speaks of the custom, we see, as being even then an ancient one. 

* Kalwe rapedaPoper, say the collective Fathers of the first 
Nicene Council respecting the Symbol out of which they had 
severally received their christian institution, tapa rév mod 
pov émicxorwy, Kal év TH TpwTy KaTHXHoEL, Kal OTE TO NouTPOY 
éLapPavopev. EKuseb. Pamphil. Epist. ad Eccles. Ceesar. Pa- 
lest. apud Socrat. Hist. Eccles. lib. 1. c. 8. Theodor. Hist. 
Eccles. lib. i. c. 12. Gelas. Cyzic. Hist. Concil. Nic. prim. 
lib. ii. c. 34, 
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One of the larger Symbols, with the antecedent 
renunciation, thrown into the precise form in which 
immediately before his baptism it was publicly 
recited by the now fully prepared Catechumen, 
has been preserved in the Work denominated 
The Apostolical Constitutions. 

L renounce Satan, and his works, and his pomps, 
and his service, and his angels, and his inventions, 
and all that are subject to him: and I devote myself 
to Christ. 

And I believe : and I am baptised into the one 
unbegotten alone true Almighty God, the Father of 
the Christ, the maker and creator of all things, trom 
whom are all things. 

And into the Lord Jesus Christ, his only-begotten 

Son ; born before the whole creation, begotten before 
the worlds through the good pleasure of the Father ; 
through whom all things were made, both in heaven 
and on earth, both visible and invisible ; who came 
down from heaven in the last days, and assumed 
flesh, and was born from the holy Virgin Mary, and 
lived holily after the laws of his God and Father, 
and was crucified under Pontius Pilate, and died for 
us; and after his passion rose again from the dead 
on the third day, and ascended to heaven, and sitteth 
at the right hand of the Father ; and will come again 
with glory at the end of the world to judge the 
quick and the dead, of whose kingdom there shall be 
no end. 

And I am baptised into the Holy Ghost, that is 
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the Paraclete ; who worketh in all the saints, from 
the beginning of the world ; but who was afterward 
sent also to the Apostles from the Father according 
to the promise of our Saviour the Lord Jesus Christ, 
and, after the Apostles, to all who believe in the 
floly Catholic Church: and I am baptised into the 
resurrection of the flesh, and the forgiveness of sins, 
and the kingdom of heaven, and the life of the future 


world’, 
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\ Pa ye! 7 € ~ / ae bd ~ \ 7 “) 
TOV ET EaXaTwWY HMEO@Y KaTehOOrTa 6 OVPAVHY, Kal odpKa dyaha- 
/ A, > ~ e 7 / / 7 \ 
Povra, kal ék ric dyiacg map0evov Mapiac yevynévra, Kat wodt- 
ld \ \ ~ ~ ~ 
TEevoapievoy Oolwc pera TOVE vopoue TOV Oeov Kal Ilarpd¢ advrod, 
Kat oravpw0évra ext Tovriov Uddrov, cai drofavdvta bréo 
~ ar . ~ ~ / 
nuov, Kal dvaorayra ék veko@v pera TO Tabety TH TPITN NUEOR, 
x 5 ~ 
Kat dvehOovra eic rove ovpavoue, Kal kabecOévra év deéta Tov 
\ , ¥. ~ ~ 
[larpoc, kat rary épydpevoy emt ovvreeia TOU ai@voc pera ddénc 
~ ~ \ x e ~~ , 9 o/ / « 
Kpivat G@vrac Kal vexpove, ov rij¢ Baathelac ovK %orae TéAoc 
/ ~ 
Panrifopa kai sic rd Mvedpa 76 “Aywv, rovréore roy Tlapd- 
Nis 2 ~ ~ ~ ~ f 
KANTOV, TO EvEeoyijoay év maou Tolc an’ aiwvoc aylote, vorEooy 
9 \ 5 A \ ~ > / \ ~ \ \ \ 
o€ admooraXey Kal Troie droordXole mapa tov Ilarpoc Kara rijy 
> , ~ ~ ¢c ~ , , ~ ~ \ \ 
exayyeriay Tov swripoc poy Kupiov ‘Inoot Xotorov, Kal pera 
\ ) / \ ~ ~ “4 bd mA) €, / bod 
rove droord\ovc O€ Tho Tole TioTEvOVOLY, éy TH ayia Kabodecy 


as , P) Ths > / peek . 3/ e ~ \ 
ExkAnola, ELC TaOKOC AVAOTACLY, Kat €le APETV AUAPTLWY, Kae 
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To the testimonies which have been already 
adduced for the historical establishment of the 
very important fact, that, at the time of his bap- 
tism, every’ Catechumen openly received and so- 
lemnly adopted as his own the Symbol of the 
Church into which he was admitted a member, I 
may fitly subjoin that of the venerable Irenéus. 

He has preserved to us, as we have seen, the 
primitive Symbol which was used in his days: and 
he has attached to it the two-fold declaration ; 
that it exhibited the faith of the Universal Church 
in every quarter of the world, and that the Universal 
Church received it from the Apostles and their 
disciples’. 

Now, respecting this Symbol which he pro- 
nounces to be the immoveable rule of the truth, he 
informs us: that each believer, at the time of his 
baptism, accepted and adopted it, as a firm safe- 
guard against the blasphemies of heresy *. 

Would we, therefore, learn the faith of every 
individual member of the Catholic Church from 
the very beginning, nothing more is requisite, than 


cic Pacielay ovopavey, Kat cic wv rov pédNovToc al@yvoe. 
Constit. Apost. lib. vii. c. 41. Patr. Apost. Cotel. vol. i. p. 383. 

* See above, book i. chap. 6. § vi. 

* Otrw dé 6 Tov Kavova rite dd\nOelac dkhuvH év EauT@ Karé= 
Xv, Ov did Tov Barricparoc etAnge, Ta Mev &k TOY yoapay dyd- 
peara, kal rac Aéterc, kal rade mapaPodrde, éxvyvwoerat, Try O€ 
PArAdopnpoy vdeo ravrny éxvyvwoera. Tren. adv. heer. lib. 
Le CulaiQvO sk ape ods 
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that we should simply peruse the Symbol handed 
down to us by Irenéus from the Apostles and their 
disciples, | 

VIII. In conclusion, I may be allowed to call 
the attention of the dispassionate investigator of 
historical truth to the remarkable harmony of all 
these ancient Creeds which I have collected to- 
gether. 

Ivenéus asserts the unity of the catholic faith 
throughout the whole world: and the various 
Symbols of the three first centuries, whether Latin 
or Greek or African, fully bear him out in his 
assertion. 

For the most part, even their phraseology is 
the same: but, invariably, their arrangement and 
their doctrine are identical. 

Now this is A MERE NAKED FACT, of which each 
individual may form a competent judgment. The 
DOCTRINE, taught in the Symbols, he may receive 
or he may reject. But the bare racr itself will re- 
main unaltered, whatever may be his own personal 
opinion as to the abstract truth or falsehood of the 
doctrine in question. 
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CHAPTER VII. 


RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY AFFORDED TO THE FACT 
OF THE POSITIVE ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF 
THE TRINITY, BY THE ANCIENT LITURGIES OF THE 
EARLY CHURCH. 


Wirn the avowed theological belief of men, their 
mode of worship will inevitably correspond: for 
it is a plain contradiction to suppose, that their 
belief will be of one description, but that their 
mode of worship will be of another. 

A Trinitarian will ever worship, as a Trini- 
tarian: and an Antitrinitarian will ever worship, 
as an Antitrinitarian. 

Neither can unite with the other in the same- 
form of public adoration. By the conscience of 
each, whether well or ill informed, this species of 
communion is effectually precluded. 

Hence, even by necessary anticipation, we may 
be morally certain: that the Liturgies of the early 
Church will speak the same language as her 
Symbols. 

Such, accordingly, is the fact. 


a ee 
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As Bishop Bull well observes, all the ancient 
Liturgies extant, in whatever part of the world 
they may have been used, contain, under one 
modification or another, that solemn concluding 
Doxology to the Blessed Trinity with which every 
Catholic is so abundantly familiar |. 

GLORY BE TO THE FATHER, AND TO THE SON, AND 
TO THE HOLY GHOST: BOTH NOW, AND ALWAY, AND TO 
ALL ETERNITY 7, 

This Doxology is evidently built upon that brief 
and most remotely ancient Creed, which was fa- 
miliarly denominated the Symbol of the Trinity. 

I BELIEVE IN GOD: THE FATHER, THR SON, AND THE 
HOLY GHOST °. 

And the Symbol of the Trinity, again, is mani- 
festly founded upon the formula of baptism en- 
joined and appointed by our Lord himself. 

Baptisk IN THE NAME OF THE FATHER, AND OF THE 
SON, AND OF THE HOLY GHOosT ¢, 


1 Bull’s Serm. serm. xiii. Works, vol. i. p- 331—333. 
Oxon. 5; 

? Adéa Harpt, cat Yio, cal ‘Aylg Ifvevpare: cal viv, val ael, 
Kat €ic Tove aiwvac. Athan. de Virginit. Oper. vol. i. p. §29. 

The clause, 4s it was in the beginning, is not so ancient 
as the rest of the Doxology, having been subsequently added 
by the Western or Latin Church. Hence, as we shall pre- 
sently observe, it occurs not in any of the modifications of the 
Doxology, which are about to be adduced. 

° Tearevw cic rov Ody roy Hlarépa, rov Yiov, cal 7rd "A yuyv 
Uvevpa. 


* Matt. xxviii. 19, 
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For, if each Catechumen is to be baptised m 
the name of the three divine persons : each Christ- 
jan is required to profess his belief in the three 
divine persons. And, if each Christian be required 
thus to profess his belief in the three divine per- 
sons: the Doxology,to the Father and to the Son 
and to the Holy Ghost, as used in public worship, 
will be the necessary consequence. 

The Liturgy which commonly bears the name 
of the Clementine Liturgy, and the Directory which 
accompanies it, have been preserved in the eighth 
book of the Apostolical Constitutions. 

This Liturgy, whatever may be its actual an- 
tiquity, is confessed, in all its leading or principal 
parts, to exhibit the order of public worship ob- 
served in the Eastern Churches at least before the 
time of Constantine. Neither the Clementine 
Liturgy, however, nor any other of the old Litur- 
gies, was committed to writing until the fifth cen- 
tury. Hence, as it is impossible to know with 
certainty what additions may have been then made 
to the really ancient formula, I should not deem 
it satisfactory to produce evidence from this Li- 
turgy under the aspect of primitive testimony, 
unless such evidence were confirmed by other 
distinct and more ancient parallel testimony. Now 
the Clementine Liturgy affords evidence of the 
precise description here required. Under various 
modifications, it again and again presents the 
Doxology to the three persons of the Trinity, as 


Ee 
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forming a constituent part of the public worship 
of the Church: and the Doxology itself is evinced 
to be of primeval antiquity by a mass of testimony 
altogether distinct from the Liturgy. | 

In my exemplification, then, of the present line 
of evidence, I shall confine myself, on the one 
hand, to what is probably the oldest Liturgy ex- 
tant, and, on the other hand, to those concur- 
rent or parallel attestations which are of known 
and definite antiquity. 

I. The framers of the Clementine Liturgy seem 
to have made it a principle, that public prayers 
ought to close with a solemn Doxology to the 
three persons of the blessed Trinity. 

1. Such, for instance, is the conclusion of the 
prayer at the ordination of Bishops. 

Through thy holy child Jesus Christ, our God 
and Saviour: through whom be glory and honour 
and worship to thee, in the Holy Ghost, both now 
and ever and to all eternity’. 

2. Such, again, is the end of the prayer for 
the Catechumens. 

Through Christ our hope, who died for them: 
through whom be glory and worship to thee, in the 
Holy Ghost, for ever and ever *. 


* Atd rov ayiov raidde cov “Inoot Xororov tov Oeot kal Lo- 
THPOS HuGy" Ov ov cou ddéa, Tym, Kal oéBac, év “Aylw Ivebpart, 
yuv Kal det Kal gic rove aiwvac rwyv aiwywy. Constit. Apost. 
lib. viii. c. 5. Patr. Apost. Cotel. vol. i. p. 396. 

* Aud Xpvorod, rite eXridoe Huwy, Tov brép avroy drobardrv- 


10 
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5. Similar, also, is the conclusion of the prayer 
for those, who are about to be baptised. 

Through Christ our Saviour: through whom be 
glory and honour and worship to thee, in the Holy 
Ghost, for ever and ever}. 

4. Such, likewise, is the conclusion of the 
prayer for the penitents. 

Lhrough Christ our God and Saviour: through 
whom be glory and adoration to thee, in the Holy 
Ghost, for ever and ever*. | 

5. Such, again, is the end of the general 
prayer for the faithful. 

Make them worthy of eternal life, which is in 
Christ thy only-begotten Son, our God and Saviour : 
through whom be glory and worship to thee, in the 
floly Ghost, now and alway and to all eternity *. 

6. In the same manner also concludes the 
consecration prayer before the administration of 
the Eucharist; a prayer, which embodies within 


= ? ai \ 
voc’ 6 ov aut ddéa Kal TO oéGac, éy Ayigy Ilvevpart, cic rove 
aiwvac. Constit. Apost. lib. viil. ¢. 6. p-. 398. 
* Att Xotorod rod Ywrijpoc hpwove ov ob oor ddéa, Tip, Kal 
ae) > , ,~ = 
geac, ev ‘Ayiw Ivetduart, eie rove aiwvac.  Constit. Apost. 
lib. vill. c. 8. p. 399. 
3? Aca rod Xotorov tov O<ov Kat Lwrijpoc yuwr*? Cv ov cos ddéa 
\ ak > ~e¢ , / . \ 7 ~ 
Kat TpookuYHOLC, Ev TY Arvin Ilvevpart, eic rove aiwvac. Const. 
Apos. lib. vill. c.9. p. 400. 
ba rae bd \ ~ , 5 ~ ~~ ~ ~ Cm 
° Karakiwooy avrove Tic aiwviov Cwije, rije év Xptor@ T@ Yio 
ae a ~ ~ \ as roe S es >; 
gov TW povoyEvel, TY Oew Kat Lwrijpe Hu@y' OC ov cor ddéa Kar 
s > e , / ~ ye, \ \ o} Ny 9 ha: ~~ 
aéPac, év Aytiw Uvevpart, viv cat del Kal cic rode ai®vac Trey 


aiwywy. Const. Apos. lib. viii. c. 11. p. 402. 
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itself a complete profession of the Catholic Faith : 
while it analogously is ushered in by a solemn 
benediction in the names of the three persons of 
the Holy Trinity. 

The grace of the Almighty God, and the love of 
our Lord Jesus Christ, and the fellowship of the 
Holy Ghost, be with you all. 

And with thy spirit. 

Lift up your hearts. 

We lift them up unto the Lord’. 

Let us give thanks unto the Lord. 

It is meet and right so to do. 

It is very meet and right to praise the true God 
before all things——For all glory and worship and 
thanksgiving and honour and adoration be unto thee, 
the Father and the Son and the Holy Ghost, both 
now and alway and through the unceasing and end- 
less ages of eternity °. 


' This venerable formula is at least as old as the days of 
Cyprian, most probably much older. 

Ideo et sacerdos ante orationem, preefatione preemissa, parat 
fratrum mentes, dicendo, Surswm corda:—respondet plebs, 
Habemus ad Dominum. Cyprian. de Orat. Domin. Oper. vol. i. 
Pe ie 

U Lies’ tg ~ \ Ad > ie ~ ~ 4 
‘H yapic tov wavrokparopoc Oeov, Kal 7 ayarn TOU Kupvou 
fp@v “Incod Xororod, cai f Korcvwvia Tov ‘Ayiou Uvevparoc, éoTw 
pera TavTWY Dor. 

Kati pera rov TVEV[LATOC gov. 

+ a ~ 

Avw TOY vouVv. 

"Exopev mode tov Kupuor. 

Evyaprornowper 
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7. Such, again, is the close of the Bishop’s invo- 
cation, which immediately follows the general 
prayer for the whole body of the faithful. 

Be our help, our assistance, our defence, through 
thy Christ: with whom, to thee and to the Holy 
Ghost, be glory, honour, praise, doxology, thanks- 
giving, for ever and ever’, 

8. A similar Doxology occurs at the end of the 
prayer after the communion. 

Gather us all together into the kingdom of heaven, 
wn Christ Jesus our Lord: with whom, to thee and 
to the Holy Ghost, be glory and honour and worship, 

for ever and ever”. 

9. The consecutive prayer of the Bishop is still 
characterised by the same regular doxological 
conclusion. 


bd / re / 

Evyapioryowpey te Kuopio. 

“Atioy Kat Otkator. 

of e ° ~ \ 7 \ ? > ~ 3 

Abtoy &¢ ddnBGe Kat Cikatoy, Tod TavTwY dyupvElY oe TOY 
ovtwe ovra Oedy.—'Ore cor raca odén, oéBac Kal evyaptoria, 

7 ~ ~ t~ ~ 
Ten Kal ToookuYnotc, TP Tart, cal TO Yio, kal To ‘Ayiw Ivev- 
\ ~ N. £9 BN \ bs \ ° ~ Net) Je 

part, Kal yuy, Kal del, Kal Eig Tove avedXELTEIC Kal dreXEUTHTOVE 

aiavac Tov aiovwy. Const. Apos. lib. viii. c. 12. p- 403, 408. 

1 \ € ~ ~ ? / e X O \ ~ 

BonOog iypayv yevov, dyvTiAhnTwp, wrEepacmioric, dla Tov 

Xptorov cov’ pel? ob cor Odéa, TYyu), aivoc, dogodoyia, evyaptoria, 

kat To ‘Ayiw Ivevpart, cic rove aiwvac. Const. Apos. lib. viii. 
c. 13. p. 409, 

* Tlavrag hpae érrovvayaye cic THY TOY OVpav@Y Pacireiar, 
> ~ 9 ~ ~ , € met , © / \ ee 
EV Xovor@ Inoov ro Kupio por ped ov cot coéa, TUL, Kab 
céBac, Kal To ‘“Ayiy Ilvevpart, cic rode ai@vac. Const. Apos. 
lib. vill. -c. 15, p. 410. 


—s 


ee Oe ee 
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Lo thee be glory, praise, majesty, worship, adora- 
tion ; and to thy Son Jesus thy Christ, our Lord 
and God and King ; and to the Holy Ghost: now, 
and alway, and to all eternity '. 

10. With a similar Doxology concludes the 
prayer at the ordination of Presbyters. 

Through thy Christ : with whom, to thee and to 
the Holy Ghost, be glory, honour, and worship, for 
ever and ever’, 

11. Such, also, is the conclusion of the prayer 
at the ordination of Deacons. 

Through the mediation of thy only-begotten Son: 
with whom, to thee and to the Holy Ghost, be glory, 
honour, and worship, through all eternity *. 

12. Such, finally, are the conclusions of the two 
prayers at the appointment of Subdeacons and 
Readers. 

Through thy Christ: with whom, to thee and to 
the Holy Ghost, be glory, honour, and worship, for 


ever and ever *. 


*"Ore cou ddéa, aivoc, peyadrorpéreta, céac, xeooKbvnate, 
Kai To o@ wal Inoov 7H Xpior~ cov rTP Kuplw jor Kai Oecd 
kai Baowet, cairo ‘Avi IIvevpart, viv cal del Kal ei¢ rove ai- 
wvac Twv aiwvwy. Const. Apos. lib. vill. c.15. p. 411. 

2 Aca rov Xprorov cov’ pel od oor ddéa, rip}, Kal oéBac, cal 
7@ ‘Ayio Ilvedpare, eic rove aiwvac. Const. Apos. lib. vill. 
c. 16. p. 411. 

* Aca rije peotreiac Tov povoyevotc cov Ytov" pe’ ov aor ddéa, 
TY, Kat c€Bac, kalr~ ‘Ayly Ilvebpart, cig rove aidvac. Const. 
Apos. lib. viii. c. 18. p. 412. 


\ ~ ~ 3 o f : 
* Aut rot Xptorov oov' peO’ ob aor ddéa, Ty, Kal céuc, Kai 
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Through Christ: with whom, to thee and to the 
floly Ghost, be glory and worship, through all 
eternity *. 

II. Since, as I have already observed, the old 
Clementine Liturgy, like the other ancient Litur- 
gies, was not committed to writing until the fifth 
century, [should not have cited the often-repeated 
conclusion of its prayers in evidence to the posi- 
tive antiquity of the doctrine of the Trinity, had 
not the primeval existence and public use of the 
Doxology been fully determined by the concurrent 
attestation of a series of witnesses all chronologi- 
cally prior to the first Nicene Council. 

1. About the year 220, we may observe it em- 
ployed by Hippolytus, as the most proper conclu- 
sion of his Treatise against Noétus ”. 

2. About the year 200, Tertullian refers to it, 
as a clear proof of the universal reception of the 
doctrine of Christ’s divinity °*. 


Te ‘Ayiw Uvevpari, eic Trove aiwvac. Const. Apos. lib. vin. 
c. 21. p. 413. 
1 Ava Xptarov" ped ov cor) ddka Kal ro céBac, Kal TO Ayi 


IIvevpart, cic rove aidvac. Const. Apos. lib. vil. c. 22. p. 413. 


< 


2 Otroe 6 Oedc, 6 avOowmoc Ov Hude yeyovwe, ) wayTa UTE- 
raéev Ilarfjp. Adr@ fh dda kai 70 Kparoc; da Harpl cal “Ayio 
IIvevpare, éy TH ayia éxkAnoia, Kal voy Kal del Kal cic Tove ai- 
wvac Toy aiwvwy. Hippol. cont. Noét. c. xvii. Oper. vol. ii. 
p- 20. For the precise phraseology % ddéa cal 76 Kkparoc, com- 
pareale Peter aves LVw.8l0; 11: 

* Ex ore, quo Amen in sanctum protuleris, gladiatori testi- 
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3. About the year 194, we find it used by 
Clement of Alexandria '. 

4. About the year 175, Irenéus incidentally re- 
marks, that it was employed by the Catholic 
Church in the course of her ordinary liturgical 
thanksgivings ”, 

5. In the year 147, it was used at the stake by 
the venerable Polycarp: and, at the same time, it 
was attached, by the collective members of the 


moninm reddere; «ic aiwvac alii omnino dicere, nisi Deo 
Christo? ‘Tertull. de Spectac. Oper. p. 700. 

On the ground of the Doxology referring to Christ’s god- 
head, ‘Tertullian reprobates the laudatory cry of eic aiwvac, 
its invariable conclusion, when directed from any christian 
mouth to a victorious gladiator. 

* Abtr@ mpémer ddka cal rip, odv 7H Tlarpl cai To “Avi 
IIvevpare, cig rove aiwvac tev aiwvwy. Clem. Alex, Frag- 
ment. iv. in Oper. Hippol. vol. ii. p. 70. See also, under a 
somewhat larger form, this Doxology at the conclusion of 
Clem. Alex. Peedag. lib. iii. c. 12. Oper. p. 266, 

* ’AdAa Kat ipac, él rie evyaptotiace Néyortac, Ele rove ai- 
Ovac TWY AiwvwYy, ekEivove TOVC aiavac onpaivewv.  Lren. adv. 
Pein Ce Le pg LO, 

From the circumstance of the Church, in the course of her 
ordinary liturgical thanksgivings, always concluding the Dox- 
ology with the phrase Eile rove aimvac ray aiwywy, the Valen- 
tinians argued in favour of their wild theory of Eons. But 
this they could not have done, had not the constant liturgical 
use of the Doxology, throughout the entire second century, 
been a matter so universally known, as to be perfectly familiar 
to the very Heretics. 


204 THE APOSTOLICITY [BOOK I. 


Church of Smyrna, to the Epistle, in which they 
communicated the account of his martyrdom ’. 

6. Finally, we have the direct attestation of 
Justin Martyr: that, in his days, the prayers and 
thanksgivings of the Church invariably terminated 
with some one or other modification of it. 

In all that we offer up, says he, we bless the Crea- 
tor of all things, through his Son Jesus Christ, and 
through the Holy Ghost’. 

The conversion of Justin to the faith of the 
Gospel took place, about the year 130, or only 
about some thirty years after the death of St. 
John. 

We learn, therefore: that, under one phraseo- 
logical variation or another, the liturgical prayers 


* Aivo ce, cidoy@ ce, Cokalw ce, ody TH aiwyiy Kal Erov- 
paviy “Inoovd Xpioro, dyarynr@ cov ral’ pel? ov cot Kat IIvev- 
pare ‘Ayip % ddga, cat viv Kal eic roue péddovrac aiwvac. Epist. 
Eccles. Smyrn. § xiv. Patr. Apost. Cotel. vol. i. p. 201. 

"Eppa obat tpac ctx dpea, @dedgol, croryotrvTac 7M Kara TO Ev- 
ayyé\orv Adyy "Inood Xprorow pel ob ddga rm Oe~ kat Tarpl 
kal ‘Ayl@ Ilvetpari, éxt owrnpia 7H Tov dyiwy éxexrov. Ibid. 
§ xxl. p. 204. 

It may be added, that Pionius, the copyist of the Epistle, 
still winds up the whole with the same familiar Doxology. 

"Iva kal pe ovvayayn 6 Kopuc “Inoote Xpiordce pera tov éx- 
Aekrov avrov' @ H ddéa, avy arpt cal ‘Ayio Ivevpart, cic rove 
ai@vac Tov aiwvwy. Ibid. § xxiv. p. 204. 

“Ent waol re oi¢ mpoodepdpeba, evoyoupey Tov TounThy TOY 
mavrwv, Out TOV Yiov abrov "Inoot Xporov cal dvd Uvedparoe 


vov‘Ayiov. Justin. Apol. i. Oper. p. 77. 


. 7 


en 
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and praises of the Church, from at the least an 
era which within thirty years reaches the aposto- 
lic age, always terminated with a solemn joint 
doxology to the three persons of the Trinity ; 
those three divine persons, whom Justin, speaking 
in the plural form, declares to have been univer- 
sally worshipped by his contemporaries, in avowed 
consequence of the catechetical instruction which 
they themselves had received from their ecclesias- 
tical predecessors ’°. 


1 Justin. Apol. i. Oper. p. 43. For the passage itself, see 
above, book 1. chap. 4. § xtItI. 


CHAPTER VIII. 


RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY AFFORDED TO THE FACT 
OF THE POSITIVE ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF 
THE TRINITY, BY THE DISCIPLINE OF THE CHRISTIAN 
MYSTERIES. 


As men religiously believe, and as they frame 
their liturgies in correspondence with their re- 
ligious belief: so likewise, to proselytes or to 
children, will they communicate theological in- 
struction. 

If the early Church held the doctrine of the 
Trinity: we may be sure, that that doctrine 
would, in due time, be communicated to every 
convert and to every child of christian parents. 

Hence, if it should appear that no such doc- 
trine was ever so communicated : there would be 
a strong presumption, that no such doctrine was 
ever collectively or ecclesiastically maintained. 

Having observed, as Athanasius remarks, the 
great wisdom of the Apostles, in not prematurely 
communicating the doctrine of Christ’s divinity to 
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those who were unprepared to receive it’: the 
Church, from a very early period, adopted a mode 
of institution, reasonable and natural in itself, but 
singular on account of its attendant phraseology. 

During the first part of their theological edu- 
cation, nothing more than the general truths of 
Christianity was communicated to the Catechu- 
mens: and so slowly was the divine hight suffered 
to beam upon what Tertullian calls the prepara- 
tory Schools of the Auditors *, that it was not until 
the very eve of their baptism, that its particular 
truths, viewed as universally depending upon one 
preéminent truth, were at length distinctly pro- 
pounded. ‘To their instruction in these particular 
truths, of which they had hitherto been kept (so 
far as it was possible to keep them) in a state of 
profound ignorance, were devoted the forty days 
which immediately preceded their baptism: and 
this studied concealment was rendered the more 
easy, because, in the primitive Church, the sacra- 
ment of Baptism was administered only at the two 
sreat festivals of Kaster and Whitsuntide ’. 


’ See Athan. de sent. Dionys. cont. Arian. Oper. vol. 1. 
p- 432. This was the precise mode of instruction employed in 
the Christian Mysteries. 

? Auditorum tyrocinia. Tertull. de Pcenit. Oper. p. 481. 
Audientes et Auditores ea etas vocabat Catechumenos. Rhe- 
nan. Comment. in loc. 

* Ambros. Epist. ad Marcell. xxxii. Oper. col. 582. Am- 
bros. de his qui myster. initiant. c. 1. Oper. col. 1229. Hieron. 
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Such a catechetical process, advancing from 
generals to particulars and from the less recondite 
to the more recondite, was undoubtedly both natural 
and rational: but its attendant phraseology was 
not a little remarkable. 

The institution of the Catechumens was spoken 
of aS AN INITIATION INTO THE CHRISTIAN MYSTERIES : 
and the communication of what was deemed the 
preeminent particular truth of Revelation, with its 
subordinate and dependent particular truths, was 
considered and technically mentioned as THE FINAL 
ENUNCIATION OF THE GRAND SECRET. 

After this vital secret had been propounded to 
him, the now fully instructed and therefore com- 
petent Catechumen, advancing to the laver of re- 
generation, and there (when questioned as to his 
faith) distinctly asserting the secret which he had 
previously received, became henceforth an Iilu- 
minated Mysta: and, in such capacity, he was 
carefully charged to refrain from betraying the 
secret to those who were without or to those who 
were still uninitiated '. 


Epist. ad Pammach. Ixi. c. 4. Oper. vol. ii. p. 180. Cyril. 
Catech. xvil. p. 201. Rhenan, Comment. in Tertull. de coron. 
mil. Oper. p. 433. Isidor. in Comment. in Tertull. adv. Mar- 
cion. lib. iv. Oper. p. 219. Wheatley on the Common Prayer. 
chap. v. sect. 19. § 2. 

* Cui nec Symbolum Trinitatis, nec interrogatio legitima et 
ecclesiastica, defuit. Firmil. Epist. ad Cyprian. Ixxv. in Oper. 
Cyprian. vol. ii. p. 223. 


'H ~ hes y ’ / ’ \ >/ ~ \ XN 
PWTATO EKMOTOC, El TWLOTEVEL Eg TO OVOMA TOV Ilarpo¢ Keel 
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When the Catechism is recited, says Cyril of 
Jerusalem in the Preface to those Catecheses 
wherein he professes to reveal the secret of the 
Mysteries, if a Catechumen shall ask you what the 
Leachers said: tell nothing to him that is without. 
for we have delivered to you the mystery and the 
hope of the future contest. Keep, then, the mystery 
to him who will repay you: and regard not, if any 
one shall say ; What great harm can there be, should 
Lf also learn? Know, that sick men ask for wine: 
yet, if wt shall be unseasonably given to them, it 
produces frenzy. And thence result two bad conse- 
quences: the sick man dies; and the physician is 
blamed. In like manner, the Catechumen, if he hear 
the Mysteries from the faithful, becomes phrenetical. 
for he understands not what he hears: and thence 
the faithful is condemned as a betrayer.— When you 
were only a Catechumen, I did not reveal the Mys- 
feries to you: and, when by experience you shall 
have learned their sublimity, you will then perceive, 
that the mere Catechumens are unworthy to hear 
them.— These Catechetical Lectures of the Illumi- 
nated you may, indeed, communicate, either to those 
who are approaching to baptism, or to the faithful 
who have been already baptised. But reveal them. 
not, im any wise, either to the Catechumens, or to 


Tov Yiov Kal rod ‘Aylov Ivevparoc. Cyril. Hieros. Catech, Myst. 
HB 232. 
Tore col éXéyero eizeiv' Tuorebw ele TOY Ilaréoa Kat sic roy 
Ytov kat sie rd “Aytoy IIvevua. Cyril. Catech. Myst. i. p. 230. 
VOL. I. Es 
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those who are not Christians: lest you should thus 
make yourself accountable to the Lord’. 

Thus speaks Cyril of Jerusalem in the fourth 
century: and, from the concurring attestation of 
Lactantius, Origen, Tertullian, Clement of Alex- 
andria, and others who might easily be enume- 
rated, the existence of these Mysteries in the early 
Church is indisputable ’. 

Our present business, however, is: partly, with 
the amount of their antiquity ; and, partly, with 
the nature of the grand secret which they professed 
to communicate. 

I. In regard to the antiquity of the Christian 
Mysteries, Origen and Clement of Alexandria 
seem inclined to carry it up even to the time of 
Christ and his Apostles. 

They observe: that the founder of our faith and 
his inspired servants, among whom may specially 
be mentioned St. Paul, both adopted, in the way 
of accommodation, the very phraseology of the 
old Pagan Mysteries ; and likewise systematically 
communicated the secrets of revelation, not pro- 
miscuously to every casual hearer, but only to 


1 Cyril. Hieros. Preef. in Catech. p. 6, 9. 

2 Cyril. Hieros. Preef. in Catech. p. 3, 6, 7, 8,9. lLactant. 
Inst. lib. vil. § 26. p. 729. Orig. Comment. in Johan. Oper. 
vol. ii. p. 97, 98. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. i. p. 7, 8. lib. ill. 
p. 139, 143, Tertull. Apol. adv. gent. Oper. p. 821. Clem. 
Alex. Strom. lib. v. p. 574—579. lib. vi. p. 665, 676. lib. vil. 
Pitas 
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those who by previous discipline had been pre- 
pared for their reception '. 

Whence they evidently would have us infer: 
that the Christian Mysteries, as conducted in their 
days, though in form and phraseology copied from 
the Pagan Mysteries, had been instituted and 
appointed from the very beginning’, 

Be this as it may, we can certainly trace the 
actual existence of the Ecclesiastical Mysteries 
considerably higher than the middle of the second 
century. 

1. It has been doubted: whether the very 
ancient author of the Epistle to Diognetus was 
Justin Martyr himself, to whom it is commonly 
ascribed, and among whose Works it is commonly 
placed; or whether he was some other primitive 
writer, whose name has not come down to us. 
But, whoever this individual may have been, he 
distinctly professes himself to be a disciple of the 
Apostles: and the vein of genuine piety, which 
runs through the whole composition, forbids the 


' See Orig. cont. Cels. lib. iii. p. 139, 143. Clem. Alex. 
Strom. lib. v. p. 574579. lib. vi. p- 676. lib. vii. p. 752. 

? The phraseological and mechanical correspondence of the 
Christian Mysteries with the Pagan Mysteries was too obvious 
to be overlooked. Accordingly, we find it noticed and even 
insisted upon, in a very full and remarkable manner, both by 
Tertullian and Clement of Alexandria. See Tertull. Apol. adv. 
gent. Oper. p. 821. Clem. Alex. Admon. ad gent. Oper. p. 74, 
75. Strom. lib. v. p. 574—579. 

p Y 


st 
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uncharitable conjecture, that this profession was 
simulated. 

Now his language imports: not only that the 
Mysteries existed in his days; but that, on the 
divine authority of Christ himself, they had been 
handed down from the Apostles’. 

2. An incidental testimony, to the same effect, 
is borne also by the real Justin Martyr, who was 
converted to Christianity about the year 130. 

He informs us: that, in his time, the laver of 
Baptism was styled Jd/umination ; and that the 
person baptised was said to be Illuminated’. 


IT) rie idiac abrév OcoseBelag puattpioy pl} TooeooKIjane 
dvvacbat wap dvOpwrou pabety.— Ov Leva (puedo, ovds Tapa- 
Adywe LntO* AAA, ATooTOAWY YyEevOopEVOS pabnrijc, ylvopat oe- 
Sdoxadoc éOvov. Ta mapadobévra déiote trnoseT@ ylvopévorc 
addnbeiac padnratc.—Oi moro. hoyoGEevrec Um’ abrov Eyvwoay 
Tarpde puorfpia. Epist. ad Diognet. in Oper, Justin. p. 383, 
387. 

2 Kadéirae dé rovro ro NouTpdy Pwriopoc, we Duwrifopéevwr 
rv ddvoway Tey Tatra pavOaydrTwy" Kal, én’ dvdparoc oe "Inaov 
Xoworov Tov oravpwHevroc éxt Hovriov TiAvcrov, cal éx’ dvoparoc 
Uvebparoc ‘Aylov 6 dua rey mpopnTov mooeknpuse Ta KaTa TOY 
"Incovy mavra, 0 Dwrilopevoc Noverat.— Hpeic dé, pera 70 ov- 
rwe ovoae TOY WEeTELopévoy Kal ovykarareDetpevor, éml rouc 
| NEyopevouc cidedpove cyomer, evOa ovynypevot cial, Kotvac EVXaC 
TOLNTOMEVOL UTED TE kavrév Kal Tov Bwricbévroce Justin. Apol. 
i. Oper. p. 74, 76. 

In another place of the same Apology, Justin says, OvK EoTU 
ipiy pevoriprov Wy advédny pikce, Promiscuous fornication is not 
our Mystery. Ibid. p. 55. 

A denial of the common pagan accusation, when couched in 
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Now this is the precise technical phraseology of 
the Christian Mysteries : as any one may satisfy 
himself by a mere perusal of the titles prefixed 
to each of the eighteen Catecheses of Cyril of 
Jerusalem. — 

But the technical phraseology of the Mysteries 
implies the existence of the Mysteries themselves : 
for the Mysteries, no doubt, gave birth to the 
phraseology. 

Therefore, the conventional language of Idumi- 
nation and Illuminated, as recorded by Justin, 
imports: that, in his days, the Mysteries were in 
actual existence; and that, from whatever source, 
their mechanism had been adopted into the disci- 
pline of the Church. 

3. In truth, the very narrative of Justin im- 
plies: that the Mysteries were still more ancient, 
than even the period during which he flourished. 

He speaks not of their having been then re- 
cently instituted, as an improved mode of com- 
municating doctrinal Christianity. But he alludes 
to them as already existing: and he notes their 
phraseology, as at that time familiarly and gene- 
rally employed in the administration of Baptism. 
That laver, says he, is called Illumination : for 


such terms as these, imports: that the Christians, as the Pagans 
well knew, had certain Mysteries, which taughé a certain secret ; 
though that secret was not, as the Pagans calunmiously allezed, 
the practice of promiscuous fornication. 

10 
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those, who have been instructed in our doctrines, are 
alluminated. 

Accordingly, about the year 107, and conse- 
quently within seven years after the death of St. 
John, we find Ignatius of Antioch using an ex- 
pression, which obviously involves the then actual 
existence of the Mysteries. He styles the Ephe- 
sians, Fellow-Myste with St. Paul’. But the 
technical term Mysta was confined to those, who 
had partaken of what was conventionally deno- 
minated J/lumination. The use of the term, there- 
fore, imports the existence of those Mysteries, which 
themselves gave rise to the term. 

4. Thus, on the whole, even if the testimony of 
Ignatius be rejected as not sufficiently distinct, we 
may still safely conclude : that the Mysteries were 
at least as ancient as the conversion of Justin 
Martyr, which occurred about the year 130, and 
which therefore followed the death of St. John by 
an interval of only about thirty years. 

II. The very high antiquity of the Mysteries 
having been now established, our next business is 
to ascertain the grand and preeminent secret which 
they professed to reveal. 

_ For the more satisfactory development of this 
matter, I shall commence my inquiries somewhat 
later than the first Council of Nice, and then 


‘ Tladdov cuppvorat Tov dyvacpévov. Ignat. Epist. ad Ephes. 
§ xil. Patr. Apost. Cotel. vol. 1. p. 14. 
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gradually work my way back as high as I can 
reach. 

1. The secret of the Christian Mysteries, though 
so much is said about it by the early ecclesiastical 
writers, was, in truth, rather nominal, than real. 
With the primitive believers, the term MysTERIES 
by no means imported: that certain recondite doc- 
trines were confided exclusively to a few master- 
minds, while the vulgar bulk of the Society were 
systematically kept in a state of profound ignorance 
respecting them. On the contrary, the peculiar 
tenets, set forth through the medium of the secret 
discipline, were unreservedly communicated to 
every individual who was admitted to the rite of 
Baptism *. Hence, when the interest of religion 
required it, the initiated scrupled not to declare 


* The notion, that The Apostles had delivered a secret system 
of Theology traditionally confined to one peculiar class of Epopts, 
was indeed early started by certain of the gnosticising heretics ; 
but was promptly condemned, both as unknown to the Catholic 
Church in any one of its various successions, and as character- 
istic of a departure from genuine primitive verity. 

Traditionem itaque Apostolorum, in toto mundo manifestatam, 
in Ecclesia adest perspicere omnibus qui vera velint audire: et 
habemus annumerare eos, qui ab Apostolis instituti sunt Epis- 
copi in Keclesiis, et successores eorum usque ad nos, qui nihil 
docuerunt neque cognoverunt, quale ab his deliratur. Etenim, sz 
recondita mysteria scissent Apostoli, que sEORSIM et LATENTER 
ab reliquis pERFECTOS docebant ; his vel maximé traderent ea, 
quibus etiam ipsas Ecclesias committebant.. Iren. adv. her. 
bein es S.pi 170. 
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their arcanum to the very Pagans themselves. 
Thus Justin in his first Apology, and Athenagoras 
in his Legation, though both these compositions 
are addressed to the Roman Emperors, unre- 
servedly propound that identical doctrine, which, 
so far as ecclesiastical discipline was concerned, 
we shall presently find to have been the grand 
and palmary secret of the Mysteries’. Such being 
the case, it is small wonder, that, in the fourth 
century, this secret, under the precise aspect of 
the secret of the Christian Mysteries, should have 
been known to the Pagans. 

Among the Works of Lucian is usually printed 
a very curious Dialogue, entitled Philopatris. Its 
author is unknown: but, in regard to the time of 
its composition, Gesner seems to have proved, so 
far as matters of that kind can be proved, that it 
was written during the reign of the Emperor 
Julian *. 

In this Dialogue, the speakers are Triephon and 
Critias: the former, a Christian; the latter, a 
Pagan. Critias, playing the buffoon, amuses him- 
self with assuming the character of a Catechumen ; 
and, in that mock capacity, solicits instruction 
from Triephon: while the wretched humour of 
the piece consists in the circumstance of the szmu- 
lated Catechumen’s real Paganism, perpetually, 


* See above, book 1. chap. 5. § x. xiv. 
> See Gesner. Disput. de eetat. et auctor. Philopatr. in Oper. ° 
Lucian. ad cale. vol. ii. Reitz. Amstel. 1743. 
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and as it were unguardedly, betraying itself. 
Critias, at length, swears by Jupiter: and this is 
the moment, which Triephon is made to select for 
the purpose of initiating him into the grand secret 
of the Christian Mysteries. 

THE LOFTY, THE GREAT, THE IMMORTAL, THE 
CELESTIAL, GOD: THE SON OF THE FATHER; THE 
SPIRIT PROCEEDING FROM THE FATHER: ONE FROM 
THREE, AND THREE FROM ONE: DEEM THESE THINGS 
JOVE; RECKON THIS TO BE GOD}. 

From the present remarkable passage it is evi- 
dent, that the palmary secret of the Mysteries was 
THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY: a doctrine, viewed, 
however, as subincluding those various dependent 
doctrines, which constitute the leading peculiarities 
of Christianity, and which were esteemed the sub- 


*'YWyecovra Ozdv, péyar, auporov, oipaviwva’ Yiov Marpdc’ 
Iveta éx largo éxropevdpevov’ ev éx rpimy, Kal && Evoc rpia’ 
ravra vouce Zijva, tév0 fyyou Oedv. Philopatr. c. xi. in Oper. 
Lucian. vol. iii. 

To this enunciation of the secret of the Christian Mysteries, 
Critias is made to reply as follows. 

"ApOpéety pe Ovddoxerc, Kal doxoc f dowperckh’ Kal ydo do.- 
péece we Nexdpayoc 6 Tepacnvdc. Ovdx oida ydp ri déyerc. “EN, 
TPIA: TPIA, ‘EN, Mi) rijv rerpaxrov gic tiv Uvbayédoou, 7} 
THY Oyovada Kat TpLaKaca ; 

Thou art teaching me arithmetic: thy oath is purely arith- 
metical. Verily, im the science of numeration, thou rivallest 
Nicomachus the Gerasenan. I know not what thou art saying. 
ONE, THREE: THREE, ONE! Certainly, thou art dealing with 
the Tetractys or the Ogdoad or the Triad of Pythagoras. 
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ordinate secrets of the system. Accordingly, we 
shall find, that the unanimous testimony of christ- 
ian writers perfectly accords with that of the pagan 
author of the Philopatris ’. 

2. Cyril of Jerusalem, who flourished in the 
course of the same fourth century, has left be- 
hind him a series of Catechetical Lectures, in 
which he professes to reveal to those, who are 
about to be illuminated, the secret doctrine of the 
Mysteries. 

Now, if we read these Lectures, we shall per- 
ceive, that they contain a statement of the peculi- 
arities of Christianity, all ultimately resting upon 
the preéminent secret of THE DOCTRINE OF THE 
TRINITY: and, that this doctrine is to be viewed 
as the common centre of the whole circle of re- 
vealed religion or (in other words) as the palmary 
secret of the Mysteries, he himself, in the course 
of his Lectures, plainly informs us. 

To hear the Gospel, indeed, is permitted to all: 
but THE GLORY OF THE GOSPEL 2s set apart for Christ's 
genuine disciples only. The Lord spake im para- 
bles to those, who were able indeed to hear: but, to 
the disciples, he privately explained the parables. 
THE SPLENDOUR OF THE GLORY belongs to the Illu- 


‘ The very name of the christian Triephon seems, by the 
pagan buffoon, to have been designedly borrowed from the 
palmary secret of the Mysteries. Z'riephon or Triephontes, the 
title by which the christian hierophant is designated, is, in point 
of import, equivalent to The Priest of the Trinity. 
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minated : the blinding belongs to unbelievers. These 
MYSTERIES the Church communicates to him, who is 
quitting the class of the Catechumens. For it is not 
customary to reveal them to the Heathens: nor do 
we propound to a Heathen the MYSTERIES concerning 
THE FATHER AND THE SON AND THE HOLY GHOST. 
Neither yet do we openly speak concerning them to 
the Catechumens: but we often speak many things 
covertly ; in order that the faithful who know them 
may understand us, and in order that the Catechu- 
mens who are ignorant of them may not be injured’. 
The Mysteries, we see, are generally character- 
ised as propounding THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. 
This doctrine, therefore, in all its various con- 
nections, described as being the hidden GLtory oF 
THE GOSPEL or the hidden sPLENDOUR OF THE GLORY, 
is evidently the secret of the Christian Mysteries. 
3. A similar course of Catechetical Lectures, 
addressed to the candidates for Baptism, and there- 


* To pev yap akotoa tov evayyediov, maow édierar f ddéa 
c€ rov evayyedlov, roic Xpiorov pidvorge yrnolowc, adwprorac’ 
"Edeyev 0 Kupuoc, roic pev axovoa dvvapévorc, év mapaPoXatc. 
TOL OF pabnraic éxédve kar’ idiay ric Tapapodac. ‘O avyac- 

\ ms , ~ , eee ig ~ yay 2s 
foc rijg Odéne, Tog TEepwriopévoc’ Y TipAworc, TOI ArlaroLc 
Tatra 7a pvornpia viv i éxxAnola Omyeirat TO EK KaTNKXOUpEVWY 
peraPahdopévm. Ov«K Ear oc éOytkoic dupyetoOat’ ov yup é0- 

~ x \ be ee em Roa ae / / / 
vekm Ta Tepl Ilaropog kat Ywov kat ‘Aytov Ilvevparoc dinyovpeba 

yota. Ovoé ra twy émt K g ANevK@e Nahov- 
pivoTypia. Ovde roy puornoiwy ext Karnxoupévwy NEvKwc Kado 
fev, GAA TOAAA TOAAAKIC EéyopEY EmiKEKaXYppEVWC, iva ob 
ElOdTeg TLaTOL vOHTwaL Kai ot pH Elddres po) PAaBdor. Cyril. 


Hieros. Catech. vi. p. 69. 
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fore professing to reveal the secret of the Mys- 
teries, has been preserved among the writings of 
Augustine. The Work is comprised in four books: 
and, like the kindred Catecheses of Cyril, it is 
wholly occupied in developing THE DOCTRINE OF 
THE TRINITY with the subordinate doctrines de- 
pendent upon it. At the close of an elaborate 
discussion of this precise topic, the author thus 
briefly states the grand secret of the [luminated. 

This, therefore, 1s the Catholic Faith: to believe 
in GOD THE FATHER; omnipotent, immortal, and in- 
visible: to believe in GOD THE SON; omnipotent, 
ammortal, and invisible, according to his divine nati- 
vity, but visible, mortal, and made less than the 
angels, according to his assumed humanity: to be- 
lieve in THE HOLY GHOST ; omnipotent, immortal, and 
invisible, according to his equal divinity, but appa- 
rent in the shape of a dove, for the sake of bearing 
testimony to the Son. And this is THE TRINITY, 
SIMPLE UNITY, inseparable, ineffable, alway perma- 
nent, alway present, every where regnant, ONE GOD |. 


* Fides itaque catholica heec est: Omnipotentem, immor- 
talem, atque invisibilem, credere Deum Patrem: omnipotentem, 
immortalem, atque invisibilem, credere Deum Filium, secundum 
_ divinam nativitatem ; visibilem autem, mortalem, minoremque 
angelis factum, secundum susceptam humanitatem: omnipo- 
tentem, immortalem, atque invisibilem, credere Spiritum Sanc- 
tum, secundum eequalem divinitatem; visum autem in specie 
columbz propter Filii attestationem. Et hee est Trinitas, 
simplex Unitas, inseparabilis, inenarrabilis, semper manens, 


semper preesens, ubique regnans, unus Deus. August. de 
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4. The result, to which we have been brought 
by Cyril and Augustine and the author of the 
Philopatris, is confirmed by the positive attestation 
of Jerome, who also flourished in the course of 
the same fourth century. 

That eminent Father, when mentioning the an- 
cient practice of revealing the Mysteries to the 
Competentes, during the course of the forty days 
which immediately preceded their baptism at 
Easter, is so absorbed by the idea of the palmary 
secret, that he notices that secret alone, as if it 
were even exclusively the subject of the arcane 
discipline. 

We have a custom of publicly delivering to those 
who are about to be baptised, during the forty days 
which precede ther baptism, the doctrine of THE 
HOLY AND ADORABLE TRINITY |. , 

During Lent, a complete system of Theology 
was delivered to the Competentes: yet the whole 
of this system rested so entirely upon the funda- 
mental doctrine of the Trinity, that Jerome speaks, 
as if that grand mystery were even the exclusive 
topic of the preparatory Lectures. 

5. Similar also is the testimony borne by yet 


Symbol. ad Catech. lib. il. c. 4. Oper. vol. ix. p. 262. Vide 
etiam Lbidiglib..iie..9: p.1269.: libs av.ce. Isypi2 42s 

* Consuetudo autem apud nos istiusmodi est, ut iis, qui 
baptizandi sunt, per quadraginta dies publice tradamus sanctam 
et adorandam Trinitatem. Hieron. ad Pammach. Epist. ]xi. 
c. 4. Oper. vol. i. p. 180. 
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another writer of the fourth century, the great 
Ambrose of Milan. 

The time now admonishes me to speak concerning 
THE MYSTERIES.— Unless a person shall have been 
baptised in the name of THE FATHER AND THE SON 
AND THE HOLY GHosT, he cannot receive remission of 
sins —But thou hast been baptised in the name of 
THE TRINITY: remember, then, what thou hast done. 
Thou hast confessed tub FATHER: thou hast con- 
fessed tHE son: thou hast confessed THE HOLY 
cHost.— Thou hast descended into the laver: re- 
member, what thou hast answered : that thou believest 
mm THE FATHER; that thou believest in THE SON; 
that thou believest in THE HOLY GHost. Thy con- 
fession was not: I believe in the greater and in the 
less and in the last. But, by the very pledge of thy 
voice, thou art constrained, to believe in THE SON as 
thou believest in THE FATHER, to believe in THE HOLY 
GHost as thou believest in THE son; this only ex- 
cepted, that thou confessest thyself bound to believe 
in the cross of the alone Lord Jesus’. 


* Nune de Mysteriis dicere tempus admonet.—Nisi bapti- 
zatus fuerit in nomine Patris et Filii et Spirittis Sancti, remis- 
slonem non potest accipere peccatorum.—Tu autem baptizatus 
es in nomine Trinitatis : confessus es Patrem; recordare quid 
feceris : confessus es Filium: confessus es Spiritum Sanctum. 
—Descendisti igitur: recordare quid responderis ; quod credas 
in Patrem, credas in Filium, credas in Spiritum Sanctum. Non 
habes illic: Credo in majorem et minorem et ultimum. Sed, 
eadem vocis tuze cautione constringeris, ut similiter credas in 


Filium sicut in Patrem credis, similiter in Spiritum Sanctum 
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6. To the same purpose is the attestation of 
the Fathers of the Council of Antioch; which, in 
the year 269, sat to condemn the humanitarian 
heresy of Paul of Samosata: though, of course, 
their subject led them to mention only that part 
of the grand secret which respected the godhead 
and incarnation of the second person of the 
Trinity. 

In their synodical epistle, as preserved by Eu- 
sebius, they state, that Paul, im rejecting the di- 
vinity of Christ, denied his own Lord and cov! 
and then, afterward, they remark, that, by so do- 
ing, he had abjured THE MysTERY and had joined 
himself to the impious heresy of Artemas ’. 

If, by renouncing the doctrine of Christ’s god- 
head, Paul abjured the secret of the Mysteries, 
which had been communicated to him immediately 
before his baptism: it is obvious, that that secret 
must have been the fundamental doctrine of the 
Trinity, upon which the doctrine os Christ’s god- 
head immediately depends. 


credas sicut credis in Filium ; hoc solo excepto, quod in crucem 
solius Domini Jesu fateris tibi esse credendum, Ambros. de 
jis qui myster. initiant. c. i, iv, v- Oper. col. 1229, 1231, 
1232. 

' Tov Ody roy eavrov kat Kiproy. Epist. Episc. Antioch. 
Concil. apud Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. vii. ¢. 30. 

? Tov éopynoapevoy To pvorijpuy, kal éuropmrevovra TH piapg 
aipécet Tn Aprepa. Epist. Episc. Antioch. Concil. apud Euseb. 
Hist. Eccles. lib. vil. c. 30. 
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7. Similar language is held by Dionysius of 
Alexandria, who flourished about the year 260: 
for, according to this ancient Prelate, the secret 
of the Mysteries, as declared by the grand mys- 
tagogue St. Paul, is the doctrine of the Trinity 
running into the doctrine of the incarnation. 

To us the Father has manifested Christ, who with 
him exists eternally, in whom dwelleth all the fulness 
of the Godhead bodily. Hear, how the holy Apostle 
Paul declares THE MYSTERY: namely, that THE 
FATHER AND THE SPIRIT DWELL BODILY IN THE CHRIST. 
When Christ THE wWorD became flesh, THE FATHER 
was not separated from him who became flesh, because 
the Christ became a body. The Word became flesh: 
and he shews, that CHRIST, BY BECOMING FLESH, 1S 
NOT TURNED FROM WHAT HE WAS BEFORE, BEING EVER 
COETERNAL WITH HIM WHO BEGAT HIM. In him 
dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily’. 

8. The same account of the matter is given also 
by Clement of Alexandria, who lived about the 
year 194. 
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Alex. ady. Paul. Samosat. quest. vii. Oper. p. 259. 
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(1.) Let us first note his general assertion, that 
the secret, communicated to the Competentes pre- 
paratory to their baptism, was a full knowledge of 
the Divine Nature or Essence or Substance. 

We have been ILLUMINATED: but this is TO KNOW 
cop.— Being baptised, we are illuminated: being 
illuminated, we are made sons : being made sons, we 
are perfected: being perfected, we become immortal. 
—But this matter is called by various names: and, 
among the rest, it is called ILLUMINATION, as being 
that through which that holy saving light is distinctly 
beheld ; that is to say, THROUGH WHICH WE CLEARLY 
BEHOLD THE DEITY.—We who are baptised, having 
through the Divine Spirit put away like a thick fog 
our darkening sins, have the mind’s eye free and 
unshackled and full of light: by which alone wr 
BEHOLD THE GODHEAD, the Holy Spirit flowing into 
us from heaven. This is the eternal temperament of 
lustre, WHICH IS ABLE TO BEHOLD THE ETERNAL LIGHT '. 


*’EdwricOnper yao’ ro o€ gory ériyvava tov Océv.—Barrt- 
Copevot, dure oped’ purtsopmevot, vioToovpeba’ VLOTOLOUPLEVOL, TE- 
J r ~ 
AecovpeDa’ TEOU[EVOL, arabavarildue0a.—Kanreirar O€ ToAKayGe 
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si \ ~ ~ ‘ 
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piv rou “Aytov IUvevparoce. Kodpa rovro abyiic dior, ro ’Atour 
Dic ideiy duvapévnce. Clem. Alex, Peedag. lib. i. c 6. Oper. 
YOU. Q 
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It is shewn, what those things are, which are in 
THE MYSTERY. Well, therefore, did Plato in his 
Epistles remark concerning cop, that We ought to 
speak of HIM in ENIGMAS: so that, if a book on the 
subject should be found either by sea or by land, he, 
who might read it, should not understand it.—Tf, 
then, by the Apostle, milk is said to be the nourish- 
ment of infants, and meat the nourishment of the per- 
fect: catechising, as being the first nourishment of 
the soul, will be milk ; and THE FULL DISTINCT IN- 
SPECTION will be meat. But these are the flesh and 
blood of the Word: that is to say, THEY ARE THE 
COMPLETE COMPREHENSION OF THE DIVINE POWER AND 
SUBSTANCE '. 

(2.) Let us next observe, how, after teaching us 
generally that the secret of the Mysteries is the 
distinct knowledge of the Deity, he further teaches 
us more particularly, that that distinct knowledge 


The several words in this passage, égwricOnpev and redetov- 
peOa and dwriopa and éxorrevopey and pe, are all technical 
expressions used in the Mysteries. 
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kat Oboiac. Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. v. Oper. p. 579. 


Here again, the phrase, # éxomrcxi Oewpia, is strictly technical. 
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is the communication of the doctrine of the Trinity 
united with that of Christ’s godhead and incar- 
nation. 

O MYSTIC WONDER! ONE IS THE FATHER OF THE 
UNIVERSE : ONE IS THE WORD OF THE UNIVERSE: ONE 
ALSO IS THE HOLY GHOST, AND THAT SAME EVERY 
WHERE |, 

The most perfect and the most holy and the most 
lordly and the most sovereign and the most royal and 
the most beneficent is the nature of tux son, which is 
the most closely adherent to THE ALONE OMNIPOTENT. 
—or THE SON OF Gop never departs from his own 
place of speculation: not being divided, not being 
abscinded, not passing from place to place, but 
being every where always, and being no where com- 
prehended ; altogether Mind, altogether Tun Licut 
OF THE FATHER, altogether the Eye; beholding all 
things, hearing all things, knowing all things, 
searching out powers by power. To him the whole 
army of angels and of gods is subjected, even to THE 
PATERNAL WORD who undertook the holy dispensation 
on account of him who subjected him.—Tuis 1s THE 
MASTER, WHO INSTRUCTS THE ADEPT IN THE MYs- 
TERIES.—For ignorance reaches not unto THE GoD 
WHO BEFORE THE FOUNDATION OF THE WORLD WAS 
THE FELLOW-COUNSELLOR OF THE FATHER: for this 


170, davparoc piuoticoy' Ele pév 6 roy bd\wy Taro cic d& 
kat 6 Tov OAwy Adyoc’ Kal ro IIvevpa ro "Aytoy tv, kal ro abro 
mavraxov. Clem. Alex. Peedag. lib. i. c. 6. Oper. p. 102. 
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28 THE WISDOM, 72 which THE OMNIPOTENT GOD re- 
joiced. The Son is the Power of God and the 
Wisdom of God, as being THE MOST ANCIENT WORD 
OF THE FATHER BEFORE ALL THINGS THAT WERE 
CREATED. Wherefore also he may justly be called 
THE TEACHER OF HIS CREATURES ’. 

When one certain person DECLARES, while the 
others sit as AuDITORS; that THE SON OF GOD, WHO 
CREATED THE UNIVERSE, TOOK FLESH UPON HIM AND 
WAS CONCEIVED IN THE WOMB OF A VIRGIN: fo those 
who know not, the whole economy, which is foretold 
respecting the Lord, seems truly an absolute pa- 
rable’. 
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9. To the same secret, and precisely in the same 
manner with Dionysius of Alexandria whom in 
technical phraseology we have seen exhibiting 
St. Paul as the declarer of the Mystery, alludes 
Ireneus, the scholar of Polycarp the disciple of 
St. John, who wrote in the year 175, but who was 
born in the year 97. 

Lhis is THE CHRIST THE SON OF Gop. Such is THE 
MYSTERY, which Paul declares to have been mani- 
Sested to him by revelation: namely, that un, wHo 
SUFFERED UNDER PONTIUS PILATE, IS THE LORD AND 
KING AND GOD AND JUDGE OF ALL, RECEIVING POWER 
FROM HIM WHO IS GOD OF ALL, SINCE HE BECAME 
SUBJECT UNTO DEATH, EVEN THE DEATH OF THE 
cross *. 

10. To these testimonies I may add that of the 
ancient author of the Epistle to Diognetus : whe- 
ther he were Justin Martyr himself, or whether 
(according to his own descriptive statement of his 


koa, Oray tic Yidv rov Ocov, Tov ra wavra TETOMNKOTOC, oapKa 
avetdngpora, Kal ev prog mapbévov KvopopnOévra,—é prev Evel, 
of dé dxovovery. Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. vi. Oper. p. 677. 

The term, dkovovew, is technical. As we have seen above, 
the Catechumens were styled Auditors. 

' Hic est Christus Filius Dei. Hoe est mysterium, quod 
dicit per revelationem manifestatum sibi: quoniam, qui passus 
est sub Pontio Pilato, hic Dominus est omnium et Rex et Deus 
et Judex, ab eo, qui est omnium Deus, accipiens potestatem, 
quoniam subjectus factus est usque ad mortem, mortem autem 


crucis. lren. adv. heer, lib. il. ¢. 12. § 3. p. 198. 
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character) he were some apostolical man a contem- 
porary of Justin Martyr. 

In the course of a very long and a very fine 
passage, while this writer styles the christian 
worship of God THE MysTERY which man can never 
discover}: he teaches_us, when largely treating of 
the nature and offices of Christ, that THE worD, 
THOUGH TODAY CALLED A SON, EXISTED NEVERTHELESS 
ETERNALLY ”. 

Such was the doctrine, communicated from the 
beginning to every Catechumen before he was 
admitted to the sacrament of Baptism: such was 
the doctrine, which, in the Symbol of the Trinity, 
he professed at the laver of illumination : such was 
the doctrine, which formed the basis of that Liturgy 
in the recital of which he ever afterward joined 
with the whole body of the faithful. 


11) dé rite diac abr&y OeoceBelac puothpioy pu) TooadoKhone 


dvvacOat Tapa avOpwrov pabeiy. Epist. ad Diognet. in Oper. 
Justin. Mart. p. 383. 

2 Obroc, 6 cel, onpepoy viog NoytoOelc. Epist. ad Diogn. in 
Oper. Justin. p. 387. 


CHAPTER IX. 


RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY AFFORDED TO THE FACT 
OF THE POSITIVE ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF 
THE TRINITY, BY THE UNANIMOUS PRIMITIVE IN- 
TERPRETATION OF THOSE TEXTS, THE TRUE IMPORT 
OF WHICH IS NOW LITIGATED BETWEEN MODERN 
TRINITARIANS AND MODERN ANTITRINITARIANS. 


To the testimonies which have already been 
brought forward, I may here, in confirmation, be 
allowed to add a circumstance, which, in point of 
evidence, well deserves the serious notice of the 
really honest inquirer. 

I. In Holy Scripture, as we all know, there are 
various remarkable texts : from which, in what he 
deems their plain and natural acceptation, the 
Catholic deduces the doctrines of the Trinity and 
of Christ’s godhead. 

II. To nullify the force of these texts, the 
Unipersonalist puts upon them an interpretation 
which brings out no such result as the interpreta- 
tion adopted by the Catholic: and thence he con- 
tends ; that, for the doctrines in question, we have 
no warrant from Holy Scripture. 
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III. Now the point, with which I am at present 
concerned, is not the congruity or incongruity of 
either system of interpretation : my sole business 
is with FACTS WHICH RESPECT EVIDENCE. 

If the primitive Church, up to the apostolic age, 
were antitrinitarian ; the system of scriptural in- - 
terpretation, uniformly adopted by the Fathers of 
that Church, must plainly have been antitrinitarian 
likewise: and, conversely, if the primitive Church, 
up to the apostolic age, were trinitarian ; the sys- 
tem of scriptural interpretation, uniformly adopted 
by the Fathers of that Church, must also have 
been trinitarian. 

IV. The ground of this statement is so obvious, 
that it needs scarcely to be pointed out. 

A Church collectively cannot hold. one set of 
doctrines ; while all the leading teachers and 
writers and divines and bishops, in direct and full 
communion with it, openly and avowedly, maintain 
quite another set of doctrines. From the accre- 
dited ecclesiastics of a Church we may always 
know the peculiar tenets of the Church to which 
they belong: and, while we possess the writings 
of Bull and of Horsley on the one hand and of 
Lindsey and of Priestley on the other hand; it 
would be no less absurd, to assert the Antitrini- 
tarianism of the Church in which the two former 
presided, than to assert the Trinitarianism of the 
congregations in which the two latter ministered. 
The very secession indeed of Mr. Lindsey. from 


~ 
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the communion of the Church of England, on the 
avowed score of irreconcileable difference in re- 
spect to doctrine, would, in itself, plainly deter- 
mine the theological character both of the Society 
which he quitted and of the Society which he 
joined. 

V. On this perfectly intelligible principle, it is 
clear: that the wnanimous system of exposition 
adopted by the Fathers of the three first centuries, 
if indeed they shall be found to have adopted any 
system of exposition unanimously, will in itself be 
evidence, as to what system of exposition was 
familiarly received in the Church of the three first 
centuries under the aspect of setting forth the un- 
doubted mind of Holy Scripture. 

For, though the znsudated exposition of an insu- 
lated writer might justly be deemed nothing more 
than the unauthoritative specification of his own 
private judgment: it is morally impossible, that 
all the writers of a Church should be unanimous 
in their system of scriptural interpretation, re- 
maining all the while in full and uncensured com- 
munion with that Church; if, in point of syste- 
matic scriptural interpretation, the Church itself 
collectively differed from them utterly and radi- 
cally and essentially. 

VI. In regard, then, to those Fathers of the 
three first centuries, who were always deemed 
the very lights of that Catholic Church, to which 
they belonged, and in which they ministered or 
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presided, and of which they were the accredited 
defenders and instructors: in regard to these pri- 
mitive ecclesiastics, how stands the matter in 
question ? 

1. So far as my own reading and observation 
extend, they zzvariably and unanimously interpret 
the texts now litigated between Trinitarians and 
Antitrinitarians, not after the mode recommended 
by the latter, but precisely after the mode adopted 
by the former. 

In no one instance, which, in the course of a 
tolerably wide investigation, I have been able to 
discover, do they ever interpret even a single text, 
so as to bring out the result: that That text does 
not teach the doctrine of the Trinity or the doctrine 
of Christ's godhead. 

With respect to their expositions, they are at 
once unanimous among themselves and perfectly 
accordant with modern Catholics. 

If, among the Fathers of the three first centu- 
ries, there de an exception: I can only say, that I 
have inadvertently overlooked it. To this general 
rule, I myself, at least, am unable to produce a 
single exception. | 

2. My accuracy, however, in laying down my 
general rule, I strongly infer from the ominously 
profound silence of Dr. Priestley. 

That indefatigable author has written two large 
Histories, for the express purpose of shewing: 
that Zrinitarianism, as involving the dependent doc- 


CHAP. IX. | OF TRINITARIANISM. 235 


trine of Christ’s godhead, is the grand and palmary 
corruption of primitive Christianity. 

Now, in the prosecution of such a plan, nothing 
surely could be more obvious to the writer and 
more satisfactory to the reader, than, by the direct 
adduction of passages, to shew: that The early 
Bishops and Doctors of the original Catholic Church, 
quite up to the time of the Apostles themselves, 1N- 
VARIABLY Gnd UNANIMOUSLY understood and expounded 
the scriptural texts, now litigated between Catholics 
and Unipersonalists, precisely in the same manner and 
precisely on the same doctrinal principle, as Uni- 
personalists still continue to expound them after the 
laudable example of the uncorrupted ancients. 

No attempt of this kind, however, has been 
made by that painful historian. 

He roundly asserts, indeed: that the texts in 
question were read by the primitive Christians, 
WITHOUT suggesting any such notions of the divinity 
or the preexistence of Christ as are Now supposed to 
be clearly contained in them'. But, so far as I re- 
collect, he substantiates not his assertion, by the 
adduction even so much as of a single instance, in 
which one of those texts is, by an ancient of the 
three first centuries, understood and interpreted, 
after the manner and on the principle in which it 
is understood and interpreted by himself and his 
modern associates. 


’ Priestley’s Letters to Bp. Horsley, part ii. pref. Works, 
vol. xvill. p. 148. 
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3. Having perused the writings of the Ante- 
nicene Fathers pretty extensively and in most 
cases universally, I think I can account for the 
remarkable silence of Dr. Priestley, where silence 
on fis part, as a professed historian, was peculiarly 
unbecoming. | 

As I myself have never been able to find a liti- 
gated text, interpreted by one of those ancient 
theologians, as Dr. Priestley and his friends would 
interpret it: so the researches of the historian, to 
that same effect, were, I incline to believe, not 
more successful than my own. 

The ancients, in short, of the three first centu- 
ries, within which period (Dr. Priestley himself 
being judge) lie the true materials of historic tes- 
timony, INVARIABLY and UNANIMOUSLY, unless I al- 
together mistake, understand and expound the 
litigated texts, not in the manner recommended 
by modern Unipersonalists, but precisely in the 
manner still from their predecessors adopted by 
modern Catholics *. 

VII. So far as I can figure to my imagination, 
the only mode, in which a modern Antitrinitarian 
can even attempt to escape from this difficulty, is 
the following. 

He may urge: that, although, from the inter- 
ested management of a corrupt Church, the inter- 


* For a full substantiation of this statement, by an adduction 
of the actual expositions themselves, see below, append. i. 


numb. 1. 
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pretations of the early Humanitarians have not 
come down to us, we may, from the very character 
of their doctrine, be morally certain; that they 
must have understood the litigated texts much in 
the same manner as they are now understood by 
modern Humanitarians: for, without such a view 
of the texts in question, their scheme of doctrine 
could never have been adopted, in those primitive 
times, as exhibiting the real mind of Christianity. 

Lest, peradventure, this mode of escape should 
be attempted: I shall, by anticipation, expose its 
hopeless insufficiency. 

1. Instead of the litigated texts being read by 
these religionists, wirHouT suggesting to them any 
such notions of the divinity or the preéxistence of 
Christ as are Now supposed to be clearly contained in 
them, the truth is: that they allowed to those 
texts no voice whatever in the decision of the 
question, Whether Christ was a mere man or 
whether he is very God mysteriousiy united to very 
man ; for they cut the matter short by the com- 
pendious process of witerly rejecting the whole of 
St. Paul’s writings and all the Gospels save that of 
St. Matthew or rather what they were pleased to 
call that of St. Matthew’. 

(1.) So incorrigible, indeed, were the Ebionites 


* Tren. adv. her. lib. i. c. 26. p. 81. Hieron. Comment. in 
Matt. xu. 2. Oper. vol. vi. p. 20. Epiph. adv. heer. lib. i. tom. ii. 


her. 30. 
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in their error, and so completely did they proceed 
upon the plan of total rejection rather than on the ~ 
plan of perverse misinterpretation, that they actually 
disregarded even apostolical authority itself. 

According to the testimony of antiquity, St. John 
wrote his Gospel, later than all the other Gospels, 
at the desire of the Asiatic Bishops, expressly to 
condemn their speculation: which he did, by en- 
tering more deeply into the doctrine of the divinity 
of the Saviour '. 

In despite of St. John, they chose, however, to 
retain their own opinion: and the consequence 
was their rejection of the particular Gospel which 
formally condemned them, as well as the Gospels 
of St. Luke and St. Mark. 

(2.) Not, indeed, that even St. Matthew’s Gospel 
was favourable to them: for, as Iréneus well re- 
marks, they might be convicted of entertaining 
erroneous sentiments, respecting the Lord, even 
out of that Gospel which they professed to re- 
eerver: 

To prevent, therefore, such conviction, they 
adopted, as Epiphanius tells us, the Gospel of 


* Coactus est, ab omnibus pene tunc Asie Episcopis et mul- 
tarum Ecclesiarum legationibus, de divinitate Salvatoris altius 
scribere. Hieron. Procem. in Comment. in Matt. Evan. Oper. 
vol. vi. in init. 

* Ebionzi etenim, eo Evangelio quod est secundum Mat- 
theeum solo utentes, ex illo ipso convincuntur non recte praesu- 


mentes de Domino.  Iren. adv. heer. lib. iui. ¢. 11. p- 186. 
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St. Matthew, in a state not only of mutilation but 
of corruption also: omitting, on the one hand, 
whatever might be hostile to their predetermined 
speculations ; and adding, on the other hand, what- 
ever might be favourable to them. 

Thus, for instance, since the two first chapters 
of the genuine Gospel of St. Matthew plainly con- 
demned them: they altogether, with the exception 
of the date which occurs at the beginning of the 
second chapter, erased those two chapters; and 
made their gratuitously improved Gospel com- 
mence, with a corrupted intermingling of the third 
and tenth chapters, associated with the date bor- 
rowed from the first verse of the rejected second 
chapter '. 


* The Gospel of St. Matthew, as altered and improved by 
the Ebionites, commenced, according to the extracts made by 
Epiphanius, in manner following. 

it came to pass, in the days of Herod king of Judea and of 
Caiaphas the high-priest, that there came a certain man called 
John, bapiising with the baptism of repentance in the river 
Jordan, who was said to be of the lineage of Aaron the priest, 
the son of Zacharias and Elizabeth: and all men went out to 
him. 

And there was a certain man called Jesus, about thirty years 
of age: who chose us, and came into Capernaum, and entered 
into the house of Simon called Peter. And, passing over the 
lake of Tiberias, having opened his mouth, he said: I have 
chosen John and James the sons of Zebedee, and Simon, and 
Andren, and Philip, and Bartholomen, and Jude, and Thad- 
deus, and Thomas, and Simon Zelotes, and Judas Iscariot : and 
thee, Matthew, siiting at the receipt of custom, I have called; and 
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2. Now, from this statement, it is obvious: 
that the texts, at present litigated between Trini- 


thou hast followed me. You, therefore, I will to be twelve 
Apostles, for a testimony to Israel. 

And John mas baptising: and there went out to him the 
Pharisees and all Jerusalem; and they mere baptised. And 
John had his raiment of camel’s hair and a leathern girdle 
round his loins. And his food mas mild honey, the taste of 
which was that of manna, like a watery sweetness in oil. 

And, when the people had been baptised, Jesus also came, 
and nas baptised of John. And, when he ascended from the 
nater, the heavens were opened ; and he saw the Spirit of God, 
in the appearance of a dove, descending and entering into him. 
And there came a voice from heaven, saying: Thou art my 
beloved Son, in whom Iam nell pleased; and again, This day 
I have begotten thee. 

And, immediately, a great light shone round the place. Which 
when John had seen, he saith unto him: Who art thou, Lord? 
And again a voice from heaven came unto him: This is my be- 
loved Son, in whom I am well pleased. 

And John, falling down before him, said: I pray thee, Lord, 
baptise me. But he hindered him, saying: Let me go; for 
thus is it fitting that all things should be fulfilled. Epiph. adv. 
heer. lib. i. tom. ii. her. 30. 

I. On the Gospel thus mutilated and depraved, Epiphanius 
remarks: See, how, every where, sound doctrine is adulterated 
by these E’bionites : see, how, nith them, all things are lame and 
distorted and possessing no rectitude. 

II. Yet, upon the authority of these miserable garblers, whose 
very production of the date, In the days of Herod hing of Judea, 
taken from the first verse of the second chapter of St. Mat- 
thew’s Gospel, furnishes, against themselves, a distinct proof of 
their dishonest and interested mutilation: the Editor of The 


New Testament in an umproved version rejects, as spurious, the 
10 
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tarians and Antitrinitarians, came not, in the form- 
ing of their sentiments respecting the nature of 
Christ, even so much as within the contemplation 
of the early Humanitarians. 

(1.) It was not: that Such texts, viewed as a 


whole of the two first chapters of that Gospel, save the seven- 
teen opening verses which contain the genealogy. 

1. It is true, indeed, that the very early Fathers, Ignatius 
and Justin and Irenéus and Tertullian, all either cite or refer to 
the rejected chapters, as an undoubted and universally received 
part of Holy Writ ; expressly building upon those chapters the 
doctrine of Christ’s godhead and incarnation from the virgin 
Mary (See below, append. i. numb. 1. texts 5, 6.): and it is 
true, that the daring mutilation of the Ebionites was always 
strenuously reprobated and condemned by the Church Catholic. 
But the Editor, as a critic, quite dissatisfied with these ancient 
authorities, both greek and latin, both oriental and occidental, 
rests confidently upon the expurgation of the Ebionites : who, 
in the manufactory of their pretended Gospel of St. Matthew, 
erased the whole of the two first chapters of the genuine Gos- 
pel, save the date in the first verse of the second chapter ; and 
then made their apocryphal compilation to commence with the 
strangely garbled mingle-mangle exhibited above. 

2. Had the Editor been consistent in his criticism, the same 
ebionitic authority, which has induced him to describe as 
spurious the greater part of the two first chapters of St. Mat- 
thew, ought also, not only to have guided him in his verbal ar- 
rangement of the third chapter, but to have led him to reject, 
as likewise spurious, the entire three Gospels of St. Mark and 
St. Luke and St. John and the whole of the Epistles of St. 
Paul. So far as authority is concerned, the authority in all 
these cases is precisely the same ; the authority, to wit, of those 
early branded mutilators the Ebionites. 


VObn 1 R 
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_ portion of the authoritative word of God, were read 
by them, witnout (as Dr. Priestley speaks) sug- 
gesting any such notions of the divinity or the pre- 
existence of Christ as are Now supposed to be clearly 
contained inthem. Ory, in other words, it was not: 
that Their system was founded upon some such in- 
terpretation of those texts, as the iterpretation 
current among modern Humanitarians. 

(2.) But it was: that They rejected the now 
litigated texts altogether; and that They received 
only a single apocryphal Gospel which by mutilation 
and corruption they had made to harmonise with their 
own peculiar views, while they discarded the whole 
canonical New Testament as it has been delivered 
down to us from the primitive Church Cathole. 

3. Thus, on the whole, these early Humani- 
tarians of the Ebionitic School will, if I mistake 
not, turn out to be reluctant witnesses for the 
trinitarian exposition of the now litigated texts. 

Their retention of their own sentiments respect- 
ing the nature of Christ, and a reception of the 
genuine canonical New Testament in all its several 
portions, they plainly perceived to be incompatible : 
for they felt, that the now litigated texts suggested 
such notions of the divinity and preéxistence of 
the Saviour, as they were predetermined not to 
admit. 

Hence, in order to rid themselves of the texts, 
they rejected, with a high hand, the books which 
contained them. 
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This, however, they, would not have done, had 
the texts suggested to early believers nothing more 
than what Dr. Priestley supposes them to have 
suggested. 

Consequently, their very act of rejection is a 
tacit acknowledgment: that the texts neither could 
nor did suggest any- other notions, than those of 
Christ’s preéxistence and divinity. 

[ may now, therefore, repeat: that The ancients 
of the three first centuries, INVARIABLY and UNANI- 
MOUSLY, understood and expounded the litigated 
texts, not in the manner recommended by modern 
Unipersonalists, but in the manner received from 
their predecessors by modern Catholics. | 

VII. This remarkable concord might, even in 
itself, establish the position: that The primitive 
Church, up to the very time of the Apostles, was in- 
variably trinitarian. For the primitive Church at 
large could not have held one scheme of theology : 
while, professedly out of Scripture, its Bishops and 
Doctors, diligently and openly, unanimously and 
unreprovedly, inculcated quite another scheme. 

But the argument acquires a tenfold force, when 
we consider the strict harmony of the present line 
of evidence with all the other lines of evidence 
which have now in review successively passed 
before us: and that force, so far as I can judge, 
becomes absolutely irresistible, when we bear in 
mind, that the present position is established, not 
merely by a single testimony or by a single class 

R 2 
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of testimonies, but by a concurrence of numerous 
distinct classes of testimonies all vouching for the 
same fact and all tending to the same purpose. 

As, in regard to Scripture, the early Doctors 
expounded: so, in point of fact, without any con- 
tradiction on the part of Christians, did the ene- 
mies of Christianity allege’; so, from generation 
to generation, did the primitive Christians wor- 
ship” ; so, with one mouth, to be the universally 
received doctrine of the Church Catholic, did the 
ancient apologists profess*; so, with rare and 
striking concord, did all the early Creeds or Sym- 
bols propound*; so were all the ancient Liturgies 
constructed *® ; so were all the Catechumens in- 
stituted °. 

If the Church of the first ages had been anti- 
trinitarian, this accordance, in so many different 
points, could never have existed. 

By all the laws of evidence, therefore, the in- 
evitable result from it is: that The primitive 
Church, up to the age of the Apostles, held and 
taught, as vitally essential truths, the doctrines of the 
Trinity and of the godhead of our Lord and Saviour 
Jesus Christ. 


1 


See above, book i. chap. 3. 


* See above, book i. chap. 4. 


* See above, book i. chap. 5. 


4 


See above, book i. chap. 6. 
See above, book i. chap. 7. 


* See above, book i. chap. 8. 


CHAPTER X. 


RESPECTING THE ARGUMENT FROM PRESCRIPTION AND 
UNIVERSALITY. — 


Fuuy as it is, my evidence might, nevertheless, be 
deemed incomplete, if I pretermitted the ancient 
argument from prescription and universality, urged 
with such invincible force by Tertullian and Ire- 
neus, and resorted to likewise in connection with 
their testimony by many of their successors. 

There is no maxim, as Dy. Priestley judiciously 
remarks, the truth of which is more fully verified by 
observation and experience, than that great bodies 
of men do not soon, or without great causes, change 
their opinions '.—The true doctrine, concerning the 
person of Christ, must be allowed to have been held 
by the Apostles. They, no doubt, knew: whether 
their Master was only a man like themselves, or 
their Maker. Their immediate disciples would re- 
ceive and maintain the same doctrine that they held. 

* Hist. of Early Opin. book iii. chap. 13. Works, vol. vi. 
p- 473. 

10 
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And it must have been some time, before any other 
could have been introduced and have spread to any 
extent: and, especially, before it could have become 
the prevailing opinion’. 

On this sound and rational principle, is ulti- 
mately and effectively built the argument from 
prescription and universality, which I shall now 
lay before the serious inquirer. 

I. The argument in question is strictly an argu- 
ment from AN HISTORICAL FACT: which Fact, in the 
face of those very heretics whom they were con- 
troversially opposing, is, by Irenéus and Tertullian, 
publicly appealed to, as perfectly notorious and as 
altogether incontrovertible. 

Now the ract, thus publicly appealed to, as a 
ract incapable of contradiction, was the following. 

About the year 175 when the then aged Irenéus 
wrote, and about the year 200 when Tertullian 
flourished; that is to say, about 75 years, and 
about 100 years, after the death of St. John, 
when, through chronological necessity and agree- 
ably to positive attestation, no particular Church — 
could have been separated, from the apostolic age, 
by more than ¢wo intervening steps of communi- 
cation: ALL the then existing Churches mutually 
in communion with each other, though variously 
deriving their succession from twelve different 


‘ Reply to Animadvers. Introd. sect. iv. Works, vol. xviii. 
p-. 23. 
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Apostles, held precisely the same system of doc- 
trine respecting the nature of the Deity or respect- 
ing the mode in which the Deity exists; and, on 
this point, their harmony was such, that not a 
SINGLE Church could be found, which held any 
other system. | 

The system of doctrine, thus uNIvERSALLY held 
by the various Churches which derived their un- 
broken succession from the Apostles, is given at 
length, under the character of A PUBLIC RULE OF 
FAITH, both by Irenéus and by Tertullian: so that 
we cannot mistake its true nature and character ’. 
And this system of doctrine was the system, which, 
in the present day, is commonly denominated trin- 
tarian. That is to say, it was a system: which 
asserted the existence of the one Deity in three 
persons; and which maintained, that the second 
of these three persons became incarnate and ap- 
peared upon earth as the man Christ Jesus. 

Such, however, is not the whole amount of the 
Fact publicly appealed to by Ireneus and Ter- 
tullian. 

During the period which has been specified, ALL 
the Churches not only agreed in maintaining the 
system of doctrme usually styled trintarzan: but 
they aut likewise agreed in yet another very im- 
portant matter. 


1 The primitive Rule of Faith, as severally delivered by 
Irenéus and Tertullian, I have already given at large. See 


above, book i. chap. 6. § v. v1. 


248 THE APOSTOLICITY [BOOK I. 


While, without a single exception, they aun 
concurred in holding that peculiar doctrine, which 
is briefly denominated The doctrine of the Trinity ; 
they ALL, moreover, without a single exception, 
concurred in declaring: that, Through one or at 
the most through two intermediate channels, they had 
received this doctrine from some one or other of the 
twelve Apostles, up to whom they severally carried 
their ecclesiastical succession; that The Rule of 
faith, which propounded this doctrine, was ultimately 
derived from Christ himself ; and that, As it was 
universal in point of reception, throughout all the 
provincial Churches in mutual communion with each 
other, so it was questioned by none save heretics who 
in parties of scattered individuals had gone out from 
the great and more ancient body of the Church 
Catholic’. 

II. This is run nisTorican Fact, appealed to by 
lreneus and Tertullian as notorious and incontro- 
vertible : and their strict accuracy in asserting it is 


* See Tren. adv. heer. lib. i. ¢. 2. p. 3486. lib. iii. e. 4, $2. 
p. 172. Tertull. de preescript. adv. heer. § 4. Oper. p. 100. 

The argument of these two early Fathers, as founded upon the 
universal reception and the apostolic derivation of the Rule of 
Faith, professedly touches all heretics of every description who 
departed from the Rule in question. But, in the present appli- 
cation of their argument, my own limited subject leads me to 
consider only the speculations of those religionists, who may be 
briefly designated as Humanitarian Unipersonalists, and who 
may. be viewed as the theological descendants of the ancient 
LE bionites. 
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fully evinced, both by their own competency as 
witnesses, and by almost every possible combina- 
tion of parallel evidence. 

1. Irenéus, who was born in the year 97, passed 
his youth in proconsular Asia, where he was a 
pupil of Polycarp the disciple of St. John: and, 
in his more mature age, he was Bishop of Lyons 
in Gaul. 

Hence he was personally, and not through mere 
vague hearsay, acquainted with the doctrinal sys- 
tem held by the Churches both of the East and 
of the West : hence he could compare that system 
which invariably claimed to be derived from the 
Apostles, with the system, which his master Poly- 
carp had always, through the whole course of his 
long episcopate, professed to have received imme- 
diately from St. John: and hence, in every point 
of view, his competency, as a well-informed wit- 
ness, 1s unimpeachable. 

Now this witness, thus circumstanced, vouches 
for THE FAcT: that, In his tame, att the Churches 
not only MAINTAINED the doctrines familiarly styled 
trinitarian ; but also RIGHTLY maintained them, on 
ihe express ground of their APOSTOLICAL DERIVATION. 

2. Our next witness, Tertullian, was born at 
Carthage, about the middle of the second century : 
and, after his conversion to Christianity, he long 
continued to reside in his native country, where 
he largely and actively entered into all matters 
ecclesiastical. 


250 THE APOSTOLICITY [BOOK I. 


Hence, in a similar manner, he was personally, 
not through hearsay alone, acquainted with the 
doctrinal system of the African Churches: hence, 
from the intercourse which so rapidly and so per- 
petually prevailed among those who had embraced 
the Christian Faith, and from his own extensive 
correspondence and natural inquisitiveness, he 
well knew, even where his strictly personal exami- 
nation had not been carried, both the character of 
the system and the character of the claims by 
which all the other Churches were equally distin- 
guished : and hence /zs evidential competency also, 
like that of Irenéus, is perfectly unobjectionable. 

Now, in regard to THE Fact before us, the testi- 
mony of Tertullian exactly corresponds with the 
testimony of Irenéus. 

He assures us: that atu the Churches of his time 
were trintarian. And he adds: that They au. 
declared themselves to have received their strictly 
uniform doctrinal system from some one or other of 
the Apostles. 

3. The joint assertion of Irenéus and Tertullian 
is incidentally confirmed, ina very striking man- 
ner, by Hegesippus, who, in point of chronology, 
was the contemporary of Irenéus. 

According to the ecclesiastical historian Eu- 
sebius, this ancient individual tells us: that, having 
had an occasion to take a journey from Asia to 
Rome, he familiarly, m the course of it, mingled 
with very many Bishops. Such a circumstance 
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brought him into immediate contact with the 
Churches both of the East and of the West: and 
the result was, that, from atu of them alike, as he 
assures us on his own personal knowledge and 
experience, he invariably received the self-same 
system of doctrinal theology '. 

The Church of Corinth, says he, as his own pre- 
cise words are reported by Eusebius, was perse- 
vering in the right faith down to the episcopate of 
Primus : for, while I was sailing to Rome, I mingled 
Samiliarly with the Corinthians, and spent many days 
with them ; during which, we were jointly comforted 
by the right faith. But, having arrived at Rome, 
! completed the episcopal succession down to Anicetus, 
whose deacon was Eleutherus. And Soter succeeded 
Anicetus: and Eleutherus succeeded Soter ?. 

This interesting account, which Hegesippus 
gives, of his prolonged abode at Rome and at 
Corinth tz particular, he winds up, still in his own 


* Andot, we mrelorotc Extoxdrore ouppicerer, arodnpiay oret- 
Adpevocg péxoe ‘Popne Kal we Ore THY ad’riy Tapa TayTwY Tap- 
eiAnge ducackariay. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. c, 22. 

? °Emépever ty exkdnoia 1) KopwOiwy ev rp 0999 Oyo, péxoe 
[Toipov éxvoxorevortoc év Koo!v0o" ole ovvépita mwrEwy cic ‘Pw= 
pny, Kat cuvciérpuba rotc Kop lore yuéoac ikavac’ Ev aic ovv- 
averanuey TO 6000 Oyw. Tevopevoc de év ‘Papn, cvadoxiy 
éroinodpny péxorc ’AvuKyrov, ov duaKovoe iv "EXevOepoc. Kai 
mapa “Avekhrov dvadéxerae Lwro, we’ Ov ’EXevGepoe. pect 
apud Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. c. 22. 

The journey of Hegesippus andhis residence at Rome oc- 


curred somewhere in the course of the period. A.D. 153—162. 
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words, with the following explicit declaration re- 
lative to all the visited Churches in general. 

Now, in each episcopal succession and in each city, 
the right faith thus continues, as it is preached both 
by the Law and by the Prophets and by the Lord 
himself’. | 

Here, again, we have the complete doctrinal 
uniformity of the Churches, from East to West, 
established by the direct testimony of an eye- 
witness who visited them about the middle of the 
second century : and, additionally, we observe the 
same eye-witness declaring, that the system, uni- 
versally received in the several episcopal cities, 
claimed to be the precise system, which in accord- 
ance with the Law and the Prophets Christ him- 
self had preached, and which his Apostles had 
harmoniously handed down to their various eccle- 
siastical successors. 

The two matters, then, which Hegesippus attests 
about the middle of the second century or about 
some fifty years after the death of St. John, are, 
THE PERFECT DOCTRINAL UNIFORMITY OF ALL THE 
CHURCHES, and THE CONSTANTLY ASSERTED DERIVA- 
TION OF THIS COMMON DOCTRINAL SYSTEM FROM CHRIST 
AND HIS APOSTLES. 

Hence, to complete the testimony, we have only 


I ~ € \ ~ o > 
"Evy EKaoTn O€ duadoyxn Kat €y EKdaTN TONEL OUTWE EXEL, we Oo 
, y \ e ~ ¥ , / s 
vOHOC KNOUTTEL Kal OL TOOpirae Kat 6 Kipioc. Hegesipp. apud 
Kuseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. c. 22. 
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to inquire, what this uniform doctrinal system 
really was in point of nature and character. 

In those fragments of his writings which have 
been preserved by Eusebius, the specific guality of 
this system is not expressly stated by Hegesippus : 
but it is indisputably a system, which receives jis 
own entire assent and approbation. He tells us, 
that the Church of Corinth had persevered in THE 
RIGHT FAITH down to the episcopate of Primus, 
when he himself visited it: and he adds, that, 
during many days, he and the Corinthians were 
jointly comforted by THIs sAME RIGHT FAITH. But 
the faith of the Corinthian Church was the faith of 
all the other symbolising contemporary Churches : 
and, agreeably to the constant claim of all those 
Churches, this UNIVERSAL FAITH was, in the estima- 
tion of Hegesippus, that ricHT FAITH which had 
been preached by the Lord and his Apostles. 
Hence it is evident: that, if we can distinctly 
ascertain the faith of Hegesippus, we shall also 
distinctly ascertain the nature of that ricHT FAITH 
which he professed in common with aru the then- 
existing Churches. 

The requisite information to this precise pur- 
pose is furnished by the ecclesiastical historian 
Eusebius. | 

He tells us: that Hegesippus was a famous 
champion for the truth against the heresies of un- 
godly men; that, iN DOCTRINE, HE SYMBOLISED WITH 
IRENEUS AND MELITO; and that, in the five books of 
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his Commentaries which were then extant, he set 
forth the unerring tradition of apostolic preaching 
and a most full memorial of his own theological 
sentiments '. 

Now the theological sentiments of Irenéus and 
Melito, are, from their yet existing remains, per- 
fectly well known to have been trinitarian. But 
their theological sentiments were the theological 


4 "Opwe © obvy KaTa TOVE ondoupévouc abvbuc TAOHYEV EC peaoy 
H cANnOera wELove EauTAC ureppayxouc, ov Ov adypadwy atro peovoy 
eXeyxwy, aA Kat OC éyyodowr UrodelEcwv, Kata TOY Abéwy ai- 
pécewy oroarevopevovc. Ey rovrotc éyvwpilero ‘Hynourmoc, ov 
mrelorae On TooTEpOY Kexonpeba dwrvaic? we ay &k Tite abvrov 
TapaddcEewe TIVA THY KATA TOVE AmoaTOAOVE maoaTBémevor. "Ey 
TEVTE C1) OOV ovyypappaci, ovroc, THY arava Tapacoosv TOU 
ATOOTONKOY KNpU’ypLaToc amovoTdry ouVTdse ypagdic bropynpa- 
Tisdpevoc, Kal Oy éyvwpilero onuaiver yoovov. HKuseb. Hist. 
Eccles. lib. iv. c. 7, 8. 

"Hepagoy o€ év rovrowc, éxl rijg éxkAXnolac, ‘Hytourmoc te Ov 
lopley EK TOV mooTéowy, Kat Atovvaoc Kopiv6iwy érioxoroc, 
IIuvurog re Gddoc rH Ext Konrne éxioxoroc, Piturmde re ext 
rovroic, Kat ’Amodtvdptoc, kai MeXirwy, Movoarde re, Kat 
Moceoroc, kai éml maowv Elipnvatoc’ wy xa eic Hpac The aroo- 
TONLKHC Tapaddcewe HY THC Vywve rloTEwc Evyypapoc KarHAOev 
dpSododia. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. ¢. 21. 

"O pev obv ‘Hyhourmoc, év révre rote cic Hpac’ éMovow wro- 
pevyjpact, rie idiag yvapne mANpETdrny pevnpny Karadédourerv. 
Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. c. 22. 

Hegesippus is similarly praised by Sozomen, who associates 
him as a writer with Clement of Alexandria, jointly bestowing 
upon the two the appellation of men most eminent for their wisdom. 

KAnpne re kat “Hyhourroc, avdpec copwrarol, TH Toy aroaTd- 


Awy Cvacoxy traopaKko\ovOjoayrec. Sozom. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. ¢. 1. 
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sentiments of Hegesippus. Therefore, plainly, the 
theological sentiments of Hegesippus must have 
been ¢rinitarian likewise. | 

Such being the case, Hegesippus is a witness : 
who, from his own personal knowledge, vouches 
for the Z'rinitarianism of all the Churches that he 
visited from East to West; and who states, that 
this precise doctrinal system had, in all the 
Churches, been received from Christ and _ his 
Apostles '. 

4. With the testimony borne by Hegesippus, 
_and with the appeals of Irenéus and Tertullian, 
every other testimony, which can be collected, will 
be found to accord. 

The ract, to which Irenéus and Tertullian pub- 
licly appeal, and upon which they avowedly build 
their argument from prescription, is established, 
as we have already seen at large, by the testimonies 
both of friends and of enemies, by all the ancient 
Creeds of the Catholic Church, by every course 
of Catechetical Lectures delivered to the Compe- 
tentes immediately before their baptism, by the 
public profession of faith made correspondingly at 
the baptismal font by every legitimately interro- 
gated individual, and by all the accredited Apolo- 
gies of the professed defenders of Christians and 
of Christianity *. 


' See below, append. i, numb. 2. 
* See above, book i. chap.2, $)4775,.65175° 8, 9: 
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5. Finally, the same ractis negatively established, 
by the tacit admission of its truth, on the vart of 
the numerous heretics, against whom it was argu- 
mentatively produced. 

For it is obvious, that, if they could, these here- 
tics assuredly would, have effectually confuted the 
argument brought against them, by the very simple 
process of denying the racT upon which the argu- 
ment avowedly reposed. The ract, however, they 
deny not. Hence we may be morally certain, that 
denial on their part was impracticable. 

III. The ract, therefore; that, In the days of 
Trenéus and Tertullian, atu the Churches in the 
known world were trinitarian, unanimously asserting 
their common doctrinal system to have been, in each 
of their several successions, derived from the twelve 
Apostles: this Fact, purely as a fact, is, I think, 
on every rational principle of evidence, historically 
indisputable. 

Now, from the ract thus asserted and thus esta- 
blished, Irenéus and Tertullian deduced the follow- 
ing argument against the innovations of heretics. 

Without a single exception, said they, att the 
Churches, in every part of the world, though 
severally deriving their successions from twelve 
different Apostles, notoriously concur in maintain- 
ing, on the plea of well known derivation from 
those Apostles, the doctrine of the Trinity with 
the dependent doctrines of Christ’s godhead and 
incarnation. 
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But, at this early period, said they, for we are 
now only in the second century, these various 
Churches cannot be ignorant, either as to what 
Apostle was at the head of their succession, or as to 
what doctrine they have received from him through 
the intervention of no more than one or two de- 
scents: for tgnorance, as to this point, is plainly, 
in the very nature of things, morally impossible. 

Therefore the doctrinal system, which, under 
the professed aspect of A derivation from their 
several apostolic fountains, they thus hold untver- 
_ SALLY, must inevitably be the doctrinal system 
which was harmoniously taught by the twelve 
Apostles from the very beginning. 

IV. Such was the argument employed by Ire- 
néus and Tertullian : but, against it, two objections 
may possibly be started: the one, that The doc- 
trine of the Trinity might have been a corruption, 
though doubtless a very early corruption, of the 
primitive faith ; the other, that Many individuals, 
who flourished even prior either to Irenéus or to Ter- 
tullian, rejected that doctrine together with the ap- 
pended doctrine of Christ's divinity, and yet actually 
claimed to themselves the praise of having faithfully 
preserved the original apostolic tradition. 

1. Since we know, it may be objected, that error 
and heresy may creep into the best originally con- 
stituted Societies ; and since the doctrine of the 
Trinity, if a corruption of primitive Christianity, 
must have commenced at some time: how can we 
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be certain, that that doctrine, as held about 70 or 
100 years after the death of St. John, was not, 
however early the period, even ¢hen a corruption 
of the pure Gospel as at first delivered by the 
Apostles ? 

The answer to this objective question is con- 
tained in the well established fact of UNIVERSALITY. 

Throughout the known world, att the Churches, 
then in communion with each other, and variously 
deriving their succession from some one of the 
twelve Apostles, agreed in maintaining the doc- 
trine of the Trinity, on the special ground, that, 
through one or two intermediate descents, they 
had severally derived it from the apostolic fountain 
of their ecclesiastical existence. 

Now, though we grant that actual corruption 
must have commenced at some time and may have 
commenced very early; whence we admit the ab- 
stract possibility, that this single Church or that 
single Church might, even within a century after 
the death of St. John, have grossly perverted primi- 
tive verity : yet we assert it to be morally impossi- 
ble; that atu the Churches, in the known world, 
while separated from their respective apostolical 
origins by only one or two descents, should not 
only have corrupted themselves universaty, but 
should likewise have corrupted themselves IN THE 
SELF-SAME MANNER; should not only have corrupted 
themselves IN THE SELF-SAME MANNER, but should 
likewise have uNANIMousty concurred in maintain- 
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ing, that a dogma, which, on the theory of its be- 
ing a recent corruption, every individual of ripe 
age must have known to be a recent corruption, 
was nevertheless derived from the primeval teach- 
ing of the twelve Apostles. 

This, on any known and intelligible principles 
of human action, we assert to be morally impos- 
sible. 

Had the system of modern Antitrinitarianism 
been the doctrinal system delivered to the Catholic 
Church by the Apostolic College, that system, 
agreeably to the excellent canon laid down by 
Dr. Priestley himself, could not have been suddenly 
and unanimously and uniformly exchanged for a 
system of a directly opposite description. 

From the doctrine of Christ’s mere humanity 
to the doctrine of Christ’s incarnate divinity, and 
from the doctrine of The unipersonal existence of 
God to the doctrine of The tripersonal existence of 
God, the transition is too great, the gulf is too 
wide, to be passed unanimously and at a single 
bound and in the course of only a few revolving 
years, while yet not a recorded vestige of any such 
transition should remain. 

But, even if this astonishingly rapid transition 
might, when Ireneéus wrote, have occurred in any 
one Church: how, at so early a period, as I have 
already hinted, can we account for a transition, 
from the alleged primitive faith of Antitrinitarian- 
ism to the alleged gross corruption of Trinita- 

Ss 2 
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rlanism, at once SUDDEN and UNIVERSAL and UNANI- 
MOUS and UNIFORM ? 

Had all the Churches, in the first instance, 
received from the Apostles the doctrinal system of 
Antitrinitarianism ; and had any one Church, in the 
course of the first or second descent, exchanged 
Antitrinitarianism for Trinitarianism, that is to 
say, had any one Church, in the course of the first 
or second descent ceased to revere God in one 
person and begun to revere him in three persons, 
while correspondingly she had ceased to respect 
Christ as an eminent though a mere man and had 
begun to worship him with the highest divine 
honours as the incarnate second person of the 
Deity: what would, nay what must, have been 
the consequence of such a very remarkable occur- 
rence ? 

Doubtless, the yet pure Churches would, with 
one mouth, have exclaimed against their aposta- 
tising sister: or, if some had fallen after her; the 
rest would only have the more vehemently ex- 
claimed: or, if, yet further, a majority of the 
Churches had, at that very early period when the 
words of the Apostles were still ringing in their 
ears, apostatised after the evil example of the first 
culprit; the deserted minority, we may be sure, 
would have been loud in their expressions of well 
merited condemnation : or, if a well-nigh universal 
corruption had, in the course of only one or two 
descents fromthe soundness of primitive orthodoxy, 
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most unaccountably and most incredibly taken 
place; certainly, according to our Lord’s own 
promise that the gates of Hades should never 
entirely prevail against the Communion which he 
had founded, some one solitary Church, deducing 
ats undemable origin from an Apostle, would have 
been found, a faithful Abdiel, in the midst of 
this strangely general and strangely uniform and 
strangely early and strangely rapid aberration. 

Yet, as put forth even by a single faithful Church 
of apostolic derivation, no protest, against the 
general though sudden corruption of the truth by 
the rapid introduction of Trinitarianism, can, in 
any part either of secular or of ecclesiastical his- 
tory, be discovered. 

So far as the Church Catholic is concerned, 
primitive orthodoxy, if Antitrinitarianism be pri- 
mitive orthodoxy, instantaneously dies, and makes 
no sign. Vainly shall we search the records of 
antiquity for a single protest made by a single 
branch of the Church Universal. 

On the supposition, in short, that Andtitrinita- 
rianism in regard to the Deity and mere Humanita- 
rianism in regard to Christ was the genuine aposto- 
lical doctrine ; the Fact, notoriously familiar in the 
days of Irenéus and Tertullian, and invincibly 
established by a concurring mass of irresistible 
evidence, would plainly have been rmpossIBLe. 

The bare racr zése/f, therefore, under the very 
remarkable circumstances of its occurrence, unan- 
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swerably demonstrates : that The doctrine of the 
Trimty, with the dependent doctrines of Christ's 
godhead and incarnation, must have been the doc- 
trine uniformly delivered, to Auu the successions of 
the Churches, by aut the twelve Apostles. 

2. But it may be said: that some very early 
individuals, who flourished even prior either to 
Irenéus or to Tertullian, denied the divinity of 
Christ, and yet claimed to themselves the praise 
of having faithfully preserved the primitive apos- 
tolic tradition. 

This was the precise case, which the argument, 
in the hands of those two primitive ecclesiastics, 
was constructed to meet. 

All heretics, says Irenéus, are MucH LATER than 
the Bishops, to whom the Apostles delivered the 
Churches’. 

Whatever is First, says Tertullian, zs true: what- 
ever 1S LATER, 2S spurious *. 


* Omnes enim ii valde posteriores sunt quam episcopi, quibus 
Apostoli tradiderunt Ecclesias.—Necessitatem ergo habent 
preedicti heeretici, quoniam sint czeci ad veritatem, alteram et 
alteram ambulare exorbitantes viam: et, propter hoc, inconso- 
nanter et inconsequenter dispersa sunt vestigia doctrine ipsorum. 
Korum autem, qui ab Ecclesia sunt, semita circumiens mundum 
universum, quippe firmam habens ab Apostolis traditionem, et 
videre nobis donans omnium unam et eandem esse fidem.—Et 
Ecclesize quidem preedicatio vera et firma, apud quam una et 
eadem salutis via in universo mundo ostenditur. Iren. adv. 
heer. lib. v. c. 17. p. 341. 


* Id esse verum, quodcunque primum: id esse adulterum, 
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Of the individuals in question, there was no ex- 
isting Church or Society : which could derive its 
origin from an apostolical fountain; and which 
could so trace up the succession of its Bishops, 
as to be able to assert, under the aspect of a no- 
torious fact, that the first Bishop received his com- 
mission, either from some one of the Apostles, or 
from some apostolical man himself consecrated by 
an Apostle’. 

On the contrary, these individuals, however they 
might subsequently combine into sects or parties, 
were, i the first instance, mere disconnected indi- 


quodcunque posterius. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 1. Oper. 
p- 405. 

" Ita ex ipso ordine manifestatur, id esse dominicum et 
verum, quod sit prius traditum : id autem extraneum et falsum, 
quod sit posterius immissum. Ea sententia manebit adversus 
posteriores quasque hereses, quibus nulla constantia de con- 
scientia competit ad defendendam sibi veritatem. Ceeterum, si 
quze audent interserere se etati apostolicee, ut ideo videantur ab 
Apostolis traditze, quia sub Apostolis fuerunt, possumus dicere : 
Eidant ergo origines ecclesiarum suarum; evolvant ordinem 
episcoporum suorum, ita per successiones ab initio decurrentem, 
ut primus ille episcopus aliquem ex Apostolis vel apostolicis viris, 
qui tamen cum Apostolis perseveraverit, habuerit autorem et 
antecessorem. Hoc enim modo, ecclesiz apostolicee census 
suos deferunt: sicut Smyrnzeorum ecclesia habens Polycarpum 
ab Joanne conlocatum refert; sicut Romanorum Clementem a 
Petro ordinatum refert; proinde utique et ceeteree exbibent, 
quos, ab Apostolis in episcopatum constitutos, apostolici seminis 
traduces habeant. Tertull. de prescript. adv. heer. § 11. Oper. 
pel07. | 
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viduals. They were universally known, in their 
individual capacity, to have quitted their respective 
Churches, on the precise ground of difference of 
opinion. They, individually, rejected the doctrine 
taught in the several Churches of which they had 
been members : and, therefore, they left each his 
own proper Church. In short, they were notori- 
ously, what Irenéus calls, ansistents from the pri- 
mitive succession: they were individuals, who fell 
away from the truth, and who then in this place 
or in that place congregated together '. 

Such, invariably, from the apostolic age itself, 
was the devious progress of each early heretic. 

They WENT out from us,as St. John speaks : but 
they were not of us. For, if they had been of us, 
they would have CONTINUED with us. But they WENT 
out, that they might be made manifest that they were 
not all of us’. 


* Quapropter eis qui in ecclesia sunt presbyteris obaudire 
oportet, his qui successionem habent ab Apostolis, sicut osten- 
dimus, qui cum episcopattis successione charisma veritatis cer- 
tum, secundum placitum Patris, acceperunt. Reliquos vero, 
qui ABSISTUNT a principali successione et quocunque loco colli- 
guntur, suspectos habere, vel quasi hereticos et male senten- 
tize, vel quasi scindentes et elatos et sibi placentes, aut rursus 
ut hypocritas questiis gratia et vane gloriz hoc operantes. 
Omnes autem hi decidunt a veritate. Iren. adv. her. lib. iv. 
C145 PF 277. 

* 1 John ii, 19. Miramur de Ecclesiis ejus si a quibusdam 
deseruntur, quum ea nos ostendunt Christianos, quee patimur 


ad exemplum ipsius Christi. La nobis, inquit, prodierunt, sed 
10 
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This being the case, the doctrine, which those 
individuals abandoned, was, of plain necessity, and 
by the very statement of their progress; more 
ancient than the doctrine which they adopted’. 

Consequently, their separation from all the 
apostolical Churches, which were mutually in 
communion with each other, and which univer- 
sally held the same system of doctrine, was itself 
a virtual confutation of their pretensions. 

The sects, which, in the persons of their com- 
ponent individuals, went out from the primitive 
Churches, were inevitably dater in their origin than 
the primitive Churches from which they went out. 

Hence, as Irenéus and Tertullian justly remark, 
all heretics are more modern than the first Bishops, 
to whom the Apostles delivered the Catholic 
Church: hence the rule of faith, adopted in the 
Catholic Church, is more ancient than any heresy : 
hence this rule, held by the whole Church, is 
questioned by none save heretics: and hence the 
very uniformity of apostolic tradition, in every dis- 
tinct Church at that early period, invincibly de- 
monstrates both its strict accuracy and its perfect 
accordance with the mind of Scripture’. 


non fuerunt ex nobis: si fuissent ex nobis, permansissent utique 
nobiscum. ‘Tertull. de przescript. adv. her. § 1. Oper. p. 96. 
* Ideo et sibi damnatum dixit hereticum, quia et, in quo 
damnatur, stsI ELEGIT. ‘Tertull. de preescript. adv. her. § 2. 
Oper. p. 97. 
* See Tertull. de preescript. adv. her. Oper. p. 95—112. 
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V. Such, against the various heretics who had 
then. started up and who had thus departed from 
the common doctrinal system of the Catholic 
Church, is the famous argument of Irenéus and 
Tertullian: an argument, from the racr of The 
universal reception of a special Rule of Faith on the 
universally alleged ground of aboriginal apostolic 
enculcation, to the concLusion that The doctrines 
propounded in that Rule of Faith must have been 
recewed from Christ and his Apostles. And, if we 
bear in mind the period when this argument was 
employed ; a period, during which no Church was 
separated from the Apostles by more than some 
one or two intervening descents: we shall per- 
haps, under such an aspect, incline to pronounce 
it altogether irresistible. 

I may add: that, powerful as this argument is 
even to owr apprehension, we can perhaps form but 
a very inadequate estimate of the overwhelming 
force which it must have possessed when first 
employed. 

The ract, upon which it is built, I, in the present 


Tertull. adv. Jud. Oper. p. 126, 187, 142. Tertull. adv. 
Marcion. lib. iv. § 4, 5. lib. v. § 38, 39. Oper. p. 226, 327. 
Tertull. adv. Hermog. § 1. Oper. p. 335. Tertull. adv. Prax. 
§ 1. Oper. p. 405. Iren. adv. heer. lib. i. c. 2, 3. p. 34—87, 
lib, i. c. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 12. p. 169—174, 191, 192. lib. iv. ¢. 
43, 63. p. 277, 292. See also, in the same line of argument, 
Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. i. Oper. p. 274, 275. lib. vii. p. 765. 
Orig. cont. Cels. lib. i. p. 35, 36; 


CHAP. X. | OF TRINITARIANISM. 267 


day, have felt myself obliged to establish by com- 
petent historical testimony *. 

But, when the argument was originally used, 
the fundamental racr required no such historical 
establishment. 

Without an effort, it was palpable and obvious 
to every individual throughout the entire world of 
Christianity. Each person was himself an eye- 
witness. In the days of Irenéus and Tertullian, 
the racr of The universal Trinitarianism of the 
whole Catholic Church in all its mutually symbolising 
and mutually communicating branches no more de- 
manded the formality of a grave historic demon- 
stration, than the racr of The universal Trinita- 
rianism of the entire Anglican Church would now 
demand such a substantiation. ‘Those two early 
Fathers appealed to what was then familiarly 
known to every Christian : and, upon the notorious 
ract thus appealed to, they framed their celebrated 
argument from universality and prescription *. 


* See above, book 1. chap. 10. § 11. 

Shortly after the time of Theodotus of Byzantium, or about 
the beginning of the third century, Artemon and his followers, 
who had adopted the humanitarian sentiments of Theodotus, 
had the hardihood to assert: that Their doctrine was the real 
old apostolic doctrine ; and that The doctrine of Christ's divinity 
commenced only nith Zephyrinus Bishop of Rome or about the 
year 198. 

This, consequently, might be urged, as somewhat resembling 
a formal denial of the racr publicly appealed to by Irenéus and 
Tertullian. 

Little, 
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The whole force of the argument depends upon 
the certainty of the racr: and, at the time when 


Little, however, is its avail: for Irenéus lived and wrote con- 
siderably prior to the year 198; when, according to Artemon, 
the doctrine of Christ’s divinity commenced. If, then, that 
doctrine only commenced in the year 198; and if, consequently, 
it was unknown in the Church anterior to that time: how could 
Irenéus have openly asserted, that it was universally held by 
all the Churches throughout the whole world ? 

We may conceive a man’s wish to propagate an opinion: but 
we cannot conceive, how a man, respecting that opinion, could 
dare to assert publicly, as a notorious Fact, what Gf the asser- 
tion of Artemon were well founded) both himself and every 
Christian Society must have known to be a notorious FALSE- 
HOOD. 

Dr. Priestley might wish to propagate his own scheme of 
doctrine : but Dr. Priestley would never, like Irenéus, mutatis 
mutandis, have asserted, as a notorious Fact, that All the 
Churches in the world were humanitarian and antitrinitarian 
during the eighteenth century. 

I. The extravagant allegation of Artemon, however, as we 
may naturally suppose, was not suffered to pass without imme- 
diate contradiction. 

By the Roman Presbyter Caius, if (as is generally supposed) 
Caius were the ancient writer cited by Eusebius, it was forth- 
with combated, after the only manner in which such allegations 
ought always to be combated. He met it and crushed it by the 
evidence of direct Facts. 

1. Justin and Miltiades, Tatian and Clement, Irenéus and 
Melito, with various other writers long prior to the time of 
Zephyrinus, had always maintained the divinity of Christ, and 
had unanimously borne witness that such from the first had 
invariably been the doctrine of the entire Church Catholic. 

2. The old liturgical hymns of the Church, in which Christ 
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they wrote, their contemporaries could no more 
doubt the ract, than they could doubt their own 
existence. 


was invoked as God, were still extant, and were still in con- 
stant use. 

3. Victor, the very predecessor of that Zephyrinus with 
whom the doctrine was alleged to have commenced, had ac- 
tually excommunicated Theodotus, because he denied the 
divinity of Christ. 

4. And it might have been added by Caius (as he probably 
did add, for Eusebius professes not to cite the whole of his Work, 
giving us in truth only a very brief portion of it): that the fami- 
liar Creeds of the Church, two of which have been preserved by 
Tertullian and another of which is still extant in the Work of 
the yet earlier apostolic Irenéus, were in the hands of every 
person who had been baptized; and that Theodotus had been 
universally reproached, as the denier of his God, and as the 
founder of what was indignantly called The God-denying Apos- 
tasy (4) apvnaibeoc axocracia), at the very time, when, accord- 
ing to Artemon, no such doctrine as that of Christ’s godhead 
was in existence. See Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. v. c. 28. 

II. Such monstrous figments are at once put down by racts. 

So far as its origin is concerned, the speculation of Our 
Lord’s mere Humanity, under one modification or another, was 
doubtless, indeed, as ancient as the apostolic age : for Cerinthus 
who taught the mere humanity of the distinct individual Jesus 
until the Eon Christ descended upon him at his baptism, and 
Ebion who first started the notion of the absolutely mere 
humanity of the single individual Jesus-Christ save that he was 
miraculously born of a virgin, both came within that period. 
But this circumstance no more proves the doctrine itself to be 
apostolical, than a similar antiquity will prove the Gnosticism 
of the yet earlier Docetz to be apostolical. 

All these notions, from the very first, were condemned and 


270 -THE APOSTOLICITY [BOOK I. 


To them, therefore, the argument must have 
come home with a cogency and a demonstration, 


rejected, as palpably heretical, by the whole Catholic Church 
im all its branches: while, on the contrary, the doctrine of 
Christ’s Essential Godhead and yet perfect manhood always 
existed, under the precise aspect of the doctrine taught and 
delivered to the Church Catholic by the Apostles themselves. 

IiI. Chronology is the light of History: and a very brief 
chronological statement will suffice to give the honest inquirer 
a clear view of the real merits of the case. 

1. From the apostolic age down to the Council of Nice, 
seven successive speculatists rejected the doctrine of our Lord’s 
proper and essential divinity. 

With regard to the times during which these individuals re- 
spectively flourished, Cerinthus may be ascribed to A.D. 60: 
Ebion, to A.D. 62: Theodotus, to A.D. 195: Artemon, to 
A.D. 205: Beryllus, afterward happily reclaimed by Origen, 
to A.D. 242: Paul of Samosata, to A.D. 265: and Arius, to 
A.D. 317. 

2. All these denied the doctrine of our Lord’s proper and 
essential divinity: though they severally denied it (for error is 
ever various), with different degrees of intensity and with 
sundry shades of discrepance, from the theory which exhibited 
the Christ as the superangelic first-created of all God’s works, 
down to the hypothesis which degraded him to a mere man 
unassociated in the way of union whether permanent or 
transient with any intelligence of a nature superior to the 
human. 

And all these were successively censured and condemned, 
as manifest heretics, who perverted the well-known primeval 
faith received from the Apostles and harmoniously handed down 
in every regular ecclesiastical succession. 

3. Now, from the very nature and necessity of things, it is 
plain: that, had the primitive Church, from the year 60 down 


- 
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of which we can form but a very imperfect con- 
ception. 

It was built upon a public racr, of which they 
themselves were absolute eye-witnesses: it was 
built upon a public racr, which, being actually 
seen and palpably felt by the whole world of 
Christians, could not possibly, in the very nature 
of things, be disbelieved or even so much as 
doubted. To them, historical demonstration was 
superfluous. Nothing more was requisite, than 
that they should consult their own bodily eye- 
sight. 


to the year 317, been always, on the ground of universal apos- 
tolic traduction, strictly antitrinitarian and humanitarian, this 
circumstance could never have occurred ; for the condemnation 
of those persons must, in that case, have respected, not their 
departure from the doctrine of Christ’s essential divinity, but 
their departure in some instances from the absolutely strict doc- 
trine of Christ's mere humanity. 

What the Church conpEmnep, she could, by no possibility, 
have herself MAINTAINED. 

Her very condemnation, therefore, proves: that, So far Srom 
holding, she abhorred, as presumptuous impieties, aut the con- 
demned speculations. 


CHAPTER XI. 


RESPECTING THE DIRECT CONNECTION OF THE DOC- 
TRINE OF THE TRINITY WITH THE AGE OF THE 
APOSTLES. 


In the whole of the preceding discussion, it has 
been my object, through various channels, to in- 
quire: Whether, on adequate historical testimony, 
it be possible to ascertain, within the recognised pale 
of the Catholic Church, the positive antiquity and 
apostolical inculcation of the doctrine of the Trinity. 

Or, in other words, it has been my object to 
inquire: Whether there be historical evidence suffi- 
cient to establish the act; that The doctrine of the 
Trinity, with the dependent doctrines of Christ's 
godhead and incarnation, formed the basis of the 
theological system, which from the very first was 
taught by our Lord and his Apostles, and which from 
the very first was as such received by the entire 
Catholic Church in all its several provincial or dio- 
cesan successions. 

That this racr, simply as a point of history, has 
by a superabundance of testimony been established, 
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T am now at length willing to flatter myself. Yet, 
in conclusion, it may be useful to bring the demon- 
stration to a point: that so I may leave it both 
firmly and distinctly impressed upon the mind of 
the really honest inquirer. 

To such a purpose, I shall ask nothing more 
than the aid of Irenéus and Justin Martyr. For, 
while their joint and concurring evidence is capa- 
ble of being compressed into a space so small as 
to preclude all danger of distracting the attention : 
it is, at the same time, so perfect and so compact, 
that we might well be content to rest upon it the 
absolute decision of the entire question. 

I. Irenéus of Lyons was born in the year 97: 
and he wrote or published his Work against the 
Heresies of the age in the year 175. 

While a young man, as he himself teaches us, 
he was a pupil of Polycarp: which Polycarp was 
himself the disciple of the Apostles and eminently 
of their last survivor the Apostle St. John. 

Hence, though he actually wrote or published 
not earlier than the year 175; yet his strictly 
proper ewdence is, in truth, much more ancient : 
for it may justly be deemed the personal evidence 
of his youth ; that is to say, the personal evidence 
of a witness, who was living and learning and 
observing about the year 120 or only about twenty 
years after St. John’s departure. 

And hence, on the principle already laid down, 
the Church of Lyons, over which he presided as 
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Bishop, stood, through Ais instrumentality, though 
toward the latter end of the second century, sepa- 
rated, only by a single descent, from the Apostles 
themselves: for, between the Apostles and the 
then existing Church of Lyons in the person of 
her Bishop Irenéus, there intervenes only the 
single link of Polycarp. 

1. Now the doctrines, publicly and controver- 
sially alleged to have been transmitted from the 
Apostles to all the various provincial branches of 
the entire collective Church Catholic, are distinctly - 
stated or methodically summed up by Ireneus in 
numerous parts of his Treatise against the Here- 
sies of the age. 

(1.) Let us notice, for instance, the following 
statement, with the positive declaration attached 
fonts 

The Church, though dispersed through the whole 
world to the ends of the earth, hath recewed this 
Faith from the Apostles and their disciples. 

She believes in one God the Father Almighty : 
who hath made the heaven and the earth and the seas 
and all things in them. 

And in one Jesus Christ the Son of God: who 
became incarnate for our salvation. 

And in the Holy Ghost: who, through the pro- 
phets, preached the dispensations, and the advents, and 
the birth from the Virgin, and the passion, and the 
resurrection from the dead, and the incarnate as- 
sumption to heaven, of our beloved Lord Jesus 
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Christ ; and his coming from heaven, in the glory 
of the Father, to recapitulate all things, and to 
raise up all flesh of all mankind : in order that, to 
Jesus Christ, our Lord and God and Saviour and 
King, according to the good pleasure of the invisible 
Father, every knee may bow, of things in heaven and 
things on earth and things under the earth; and in 
order that every tongue may confess him; and in order 
that he may in all things execute just judgment. 

Having received this declaration and this faith, 
the Church, though scattered throughout the whole 
world, diligently guards it, as if inhabiting only a 
single house: and, in like manner, she believes these 
matters, as having one soul and the same heart : and 
she harmoniously preaches and declares and delivers 
them, as possessing only one mouth. 

for, through the world, there are indeed dissimilar 
languages: but the force of this tradition is one and 
the same. And neither do the Churches, which are 
Sounded in Germany, believe otherwise, or deliver 
otherwise: nor do those, which are founded in the 
Iberias, or among the Celts, or in the East, or in 
Ligypt, or in Libya, or in the centrical regions of 
the earth. But, as God’s creature the sun is one 
and the same in the whole world: so likewise the 
preaching of the truth every where shines, and en- 
lightens all men who are willing to come to the 
knowledge of the truth}. 


: Iren. adv. heer. lib. i C. 2. oe p- 34—36. 
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(2.) We may notice yet again another doctrinal 
statement. 

The nations of the faithful believe in one God, 
the maker of heaven and earth and all things im 
them through Jesus Christ the. Son of God: who, 
out of his exceeding great love toward his own 
creature, submitted to be born of a virgin, in himself 
uniting man to God’. 

(3.) I add yet a third statement of those doc- 
trines, which he attests to be the apostolically re- 
ceived doctrines of the whole Catholic Church. 

Christ himself, the Word of God, the only-be- 
gotten of the Father, is our God.—Existing in the 
beginning with God, he is the Word, who was al- 
ways present with the human race, but who, in these 
last times, became passible man, being united to his 
own workmanship. Hence, he did not, for the first 
time, begin to be the Son of God, when he was in- 
carnate and made man: but, on the contrary, he 
had always co-existed with the Father’. 

2. Such were the doctrines, publicly alleged to 
have been transmitted from Christ and his Apostles 
to the entire Catholic Church: and, as Irenéus 
vouches for the wniversal reception of this faith by 
THE WHOLE CHURCH IN ALL HER BRANCHES}; SO Is he 
equally explicit as to the mode of its transmission, 
both to himself, and to all the Churches of pro- 


‘ Urensrady. heer. lib. til. e.40 pial (20 
? Tren. adv. heer. lib. iil. ¢..18. p. 206. c. 20. p. 208. 
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consular Asia : amode, which may serve asa copy 
of the mode invariably prevalent in every other 
ecclesiastical succession. 

Polycarp also, who was not only instructed by the 
Apostles and conversed with many of them, but- who 
was likewise by the Apostles made Bishop of the 
Church of Smyrna in Asia: this Polycarp always 
taught us those things, which he had learned from 
the Apostles themselves, which he also delivered to 
the Church, and which alone are true. All the 
Churches in Asia, and they who succeeded Polycarp, 
down to the present day, give testimony to these 


things’. 


* Tren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 38. p. 171. An exactly similar 
attestation will be found in an epistle of Irenéus to Florinus, 
which has been preserved by the ecclesiastical historian Eu- 
sebius. 

That holy Father professes his distinct recollection, both of 
the very place where his master Polycarp was wont to deliver 
his instructions, of his goings out and of his comings in, of 
the tenor of his life, of the aspect of his body, of the dis- 
courses which he addressed to the multitude, of his narratives 
of the conversations which he had held with John and with 
others who had seen the Lord, and of his habit of relating 
their discourses when he was accustomed to state what he had 
heard from them concerning the Lord and his doctrine as from 
men who themselves had seen the Word of Life. 

All these matters, Irenéus, receiving them direct from Poly- 
carp, declares himself, through God’s assistance, to have faith- 
fully laid up in his: memory: and, alluding to the well-known 
peculiarity attendant upon old age, he observes, that he recol- 


lected them far more precisely and minutely than circumstances 


10 
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3. Here we have the positive and public and 
unambiguous evidence of Irenéus, as to the mode, 
in which the doctrines of Christ’s godhead and of 
the Trinity were transmitted to himself and to the 
Church. 

He declares, that both he himself and many 
others received these doctrines immediately from 
Polycarp: who, says he, always taught us those 
things. 

But Polycarp his master professed, that he had 
learned the doctrines in question from the Apostles 
themselves: and, on the specific ground of that 
authority, he delivered them to the Church; pro- 
nouncing, without reserve or hesitation, that they 
alone are true. 

Therefore the doctrines of the Trinity and of 


of recent occurrence ; for, as he justly remarks, whatever things 
are learned in youth or in boyhood so coalesce with the human 
mind, that they seem (as it were) to become a portion of its 
very self. 

On this principle of his own personal acquaintance with 
primitive apostolic truth, a racr in which it is morally im- 
possible that he could have been mistaken, he reprehends the 
novel heresy of Florinus, as assuredly never taught by those 
Presbyters his predecessors, who had been the immediate dis- 
ciples of the Apostles. | 
~The confutation is irresistible: for Irenéus must have known, 
whether the speculation of Florinus did or did not agree with 
the lessons which he had himself received from Polycarp as 
the doctrines taught by St. John. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. v. 
c. 20. 
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the godhead of Christ must inevitably be deemed 
apostolic doctrines. 

4. I must not close these remarks on the testi- 
mony of Irenéus, without noticing a very import- 
ant particular by which it is characterised. 

In confirmation of his assertion, Irenéus, we 
may observe, directly and boldly appeals, both to 
all the Churches of Asia, and to the special suc- 
cessors of Polycarp in the Church of Smyrna. 

Polycarp, says he, always taught us those things, 
which he had learned from the Apostles themselves, 
which he also delivered to the Church, and which 
alone are true. ALL THE CHURCHES IN ASIA, AND 
THEY WHO SUCCEEDED POLYCARP, DOWN TO THE PRE- 
SENT DAY, GIVE TESTIMONY TO THESE THINGS. 

Now, among the Asiatic Churches thus appealed 
to, Polycarp had been a burning and a shining 
light, for the space of more than half a century: 
which period of more than half a century had 
expired only twenty-eight years previous to the 
making of the appeal on the part of Irenéus'. 

Therefore the Churches of Asia and the suc- 
cessors of Polycarp could not possibly have then 
been ignorant as to the mere naked fact of wHat 
doctrines were really preached by Polycarp. 


* Polycarp suffered martyrdom in the year 147: Irenéus 
wrote in the year 175. The episcopate of Polycarp, therefore, 
had terminated, only twenty-eight years before Irenéus publicly 
appealed to the Churches of Asia in regard to the doctrines 
_ which he inculcated. 
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Such being the case, I might well urge the moral 
impossibility of any man, gifted with common pru- 
dence, superfluously hazarding an appeal, which, 
if ill founded, must immediately have been con- 
temptuously rejected. But, in truth, I may do 
much more than barely insist upon an abstract 
difficulty. 

The justice of the appeal may be directly 
evinced by the testimony both of Polycarp himself 
and of the members of his Church who witnessed 
and survived his martyrdom. 

I praise thee, said the expiring Prelate, J bless 
thee, I glorify thee, with the eternal and heavenly 
Jesus Christ thy beloved Son: with whom, to thee 
and to the Holy Ghost, be glory both now and to all 
succeeding ages '. 

ft is impossible for us, said the surviving mem- 
bers of the Church of Smyrna, ether to forsake 
Christ who suffered for the salvation of all that shall 
be saved throughout the whole world, or to worship 
any other beside him. For him truly, inasmuch as 
he is the Son of God, we avore: but the martyrs, 
as disciples and imitators of the Lord, worthily wr 
LOVE’. 

The thanksgiving and doxology of Polycarp 
constitute a palpable act of divine adoration, 


* Epist. Eccles. Smyrn. de mart. Polycarp. § xiv. Patr. 
Apost. Cotel. vol. ii. p. 201. 
* Epist. Kecles. Smyrn. § xvii. Ibid. p. 202. 
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whereof the three persons of the Father and the 
Son and the Holy Ghost are the declared objects. 
Polycarp, therefore, himself, fully justifies the ap- 
peal of his pupil Ireneéus. 

Nor is the appeal of Irenéus less completely 
justified by the Smyrnéan survivors of Polycarp. 
They acknowledge and vindicate their adoration 
of Christ, as avowedly contradistinguished from 
their mere brotherly Jove of the martyrs. Christ 
they worship: but they renounce, as manifestly 
idolatrous, any the least worship even of their 
late dear and venerated Bishop Polycarp, when 
such worship is alleged as a circumstance very 
likely to occur. Hence it is evident, that their 
confessed adoration of Christ was strictly divine 
adoration. It was an adoration, which they counted 
themselves justly to pay to the Son of God, who, 
very God himself, had existed (as Polycarp taught 
them) from all eternity with the Father; but 
which they neither did nor could, without gross 
impiety and sacrilegious blasphemy, pay to the 
very holiest of the martyrs: it was, in short, an 
adoration, specially placed in studied opposition 
to that dove which alone they could conscientiously 
render to the disciples and followers of their ac- 
knowledged Lord and God and Saviour and King. 

II. I am at a loss to understand, how any testi- 
mony can be more compact and decisive and 
perfect in all its parts, than this which we have 
now seen borne by the venerable Ireneus: yet, 


282 THE APOSTOLICITY [BOOK I. 


by the concurrent testimony of Justin Martyr, it 
may at once be rivalled and corroborated. 

The conversion of Justin took place shortly 
after the year 130, or but little more than thirty 
years subsequent to the death of St. John. Hence 
the doctrinal testimony, contained in any of his 
writings, is in effect the doctrinal testimony of the 
year 130: for about that time it was, that Justin 
was catechetically instructed in the principles of 
Christianity anterior to his participation of the 
sacrament of Baptism. 

Now, in the first of his two Apologies, we read 
the following very important and remarkable pas- 
sage. | 

Not knowing that certain beings were evil demons, 
the ancients called them gods.—We, however, say: 
that the perpetrators of the enormities ascribed to 
them, so far from being upright agents, are absolutely 
very demons most wicked and most unholy ; for they 
perform actions unlike those of even mere men who 
delicht in virtue. On this account, we are called 
Atheists. And truly we confess: that we are indeed 
atheists, in regard to such beings as these who are 
reckoned gods ; but we are not atheists, in regard 
to the true God, who is the parent of justice and 
temperance and all other virtues. Kor HIM, MOST 
‘ASSUREDLY ; AND HIS SON, WHO CAME FORTH FROM 
HIM (and who, respecting these things, instructed 
both us and the army of the other good angels that 
follow him and that are made like unto him) ; ANv 
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THE PROPHETIC SPIRIT : THESE WE WORSHIP AND WE 
ADORE, honouring them in word and in truth, and, to 
every person who wishes to learn, ungrudgingly 
delivering as we ourselves have been taught’. 

1. The Apology of Justin being a public docu- 
ment written in the name and on the behalf of the 
Catholic Church, its author, throughout the whole 
composition, adopts a plural phraseology. He 
speaks, not merely in his own name, but in the 
name of the whole body of professing Christians : 
he delivers, not merely his own private specula- 
tions, but the universally received theological sys- 
tem of the entire Church. 

This circumstance inevitably follows, both from 
his uniformly plural language, and from the very 
nature of the composition itself. The passage be- 
fore us, therefore, exhibits, not simply the doctrine 
and the practice of the individual Justin, but col- 
lectively the doctrine and the practice of the 
Catholic Church as that Church subsisted about 
the year 130 or about thirty years after the death 
of St. John. 

2. Such being the case, we learn from the pre- 
sent passage, that the Catholic Church, about thirty 
years after the death of St. John, held, in point of 
belief, the coexistence of three divine persons in 
the one true God; which three persons she seve- 
rally denominated the Father and the Son and 


* Justin. Apol i. Oper. 45. 
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the Spirit: and from the same passage we yet 
further learn, that, in point of practice, she wor- 
shipped and adored, without giving the least hint 
of there being any difference in the quality and 
the amount of her worship and adoration, these 
three divine persons under the aspect of their 
Jointly constituting that alone true God, whose 
essential unity she’ always most explicitly taught 
and maintained. 

The testimony of Justin to this naked historical 
FACT is, in itself, a matter of the very last import- 
ance. And, even if it vouched for nothing more 
than the racr as I have stated it, we should, I 
think, find it impossible to avoid the conclusion: 
that the doctrine must have been taught, and that 
the practice must have been enjoined, by the 
Apostles themselves. For, if the whole Catholic 
Church were antitrinitarian in the days of St. 
John, that same whole Catholic Church (accord- 
ing to the excellent and self-approving rule laid 
down by Dr. Priestley, that great bodies of men 
do not, soon, or without great causes, change their 
opinions") could not with one consent have sud- 
denly become avowedly trinitarian in the short 
space of only thirty years after the death of St. 
John. 

3. But, in truth, the testimony of Justin goes 
far beyond the simple racr: that, About the year 


' Hist. of Early Opin. book iii. chap. 18. Works, vol. vi. p. 473. 
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130, the whole Catholic Church, in doctrine and in 
worship, was avowedly trinitarian. 

His testimony, be it carefully observed, vouches 
for the yet additional racr: that The Christians 
of that day were ready to deliver their faith and their 
practice to ail who should wish to learn them, even 
as they themselves had been previously taught the 
same faith and the same practice by the regularly 
appointed Catechists their own ecclesiastically au- 
thorised instructors and predecessors. 

Such evidence opens a much more extensive 
view of the question, than the first part of Justin’s 
testimony presented. 

The whole body of Christians, in the year 130, 
both themselves held, and were ready to teach to 
others, the doctrine and adoration of God, even 
the Father and the Son and the prophetic Spirit. 

But this faith and this practice were no upstart 
invention of their own, unknown to and unrecog- 
nised by the generation which anteriorly flourished. 
They had professedly LEARNED them, both the one 
and the other, from the duly appointed and eccle- 
siastically sanctioned Catechists, their spiritual 
seniors and predecessors. The testimony of Jus- 
tin, therefore, vouches, not only for the faith and 
practice of the Catholic Church about the year 
130, but likewise for the faith and practice of the 
Catholic Church during the entire generation which 
preceded the year 130. 

Now the ecclesiastical generation, which pre- 
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ceded the year 130, must, by the very necessity 
of chronology, have been contemporaneous with 
St. John. Therefore the faith and practice of the 
Catholic Church in the days of St. John must in- 
evitably have been the faith and practice cateche- 
tically delivered to Justin and to the men of his 
generation. 

But this faith and this practice, as Justin, him- 
self, in the name of the whole Catholic Church, 
publicly attests, was The doctrine and the worship 
of the one true God, even the Father and the Son 
and the prophetic Spirit. Therefore the doctrine 
and the worship of the one true God, even the 
Father and the Son and the prophetic Spirit, must 
have been the faith and the practice of the Catho- 
lic Church in the days of St. John and of the 
Apostles his fellows. 

The conclusion, to which we have thus been 
regularly brought, perfectly agrees with the testi- 
mony of Irenéus, which has already been dis- 
cussed : and, so far as I can judge, the final result, 
on the legitimate principles of historical evidence, 
iS THE POSITIVE OR APOSTOLICAL ANTIQUITY OF THE 
DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. 


CHAPTER XII. . 


CONCLUDING REMARKS. 


Here, not improperly, I might bring my investi- 
gation to a close: for I have now accomplished 
the task, which I imposed upon myself. 

Yet, since various objections and apparent dif- 
ficulties, in the way of evidence, have been started 
by writers of the Humanitarian School, it will be 
alike useful and equitable to bestow some time 
and care upon their examination. 

Silence, respecting such a topic, might be mis- 
construed into deliberate unfairness and conscious 
imbecility : an air of suspicion might be thrown 
upon the entire mass of evidence which has been 
produced: those, who have been less familiar 
with inquiries of this nature, might be led to 
imagine, that their confidence had been abused : 
and thus the cause of truth might be made to 
suffer by an omission, which might easily and 
plausibly be exhibited as an intentional and dis- 
honest suppression. 

Hence, on every account, I think it adviseable 
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not to pretermit an examination of the several 
matters which have been adduced by the advocates 
of Humanitarianism. 

I. It may be proper, however, to state: that 
this examination will not respect those abstract 
difficulties in the doctrine of the Trinity, which 
are often urged by modern humanitarian writers 
as inherent in the very tenet itself. 

A consideration of such difficulties enters not into 
the plan of the present Treatise: for the present 
Treatise respects A MERE HISTORICAL QUESTION OF 
MATTER OF FACT. 

As its exclusive object is to demonstrate, upon 
credible testimony, the naked racr; that The 
doctrine of the Lrimty, whether in the abstract it 
be true or whether in the abstract it be false, was the 
doctrine taught from the very first by the Apostles 
and received under that precise aspect from the very 
Jirst by the Catholic Church: so, obviously, its 
author is concerned with no difficulties or objec- 
tions, save those which tend to invalidate or to 
set aside the naked racr, which his Treatise, by 
adequate evidence, has undertaken to establish. 

If, on the score of abstract difficulties, a person 
chooses to reject the doctrine of the Trinity ; not- 
withstanding the force of an historical demonstra- 

tion, that, in point of Fact, the doctrine was 
taught by the Apostles and was from them pro- 
fessedly received by all the successions of the 
primitive Church Catholic: the author of the 
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present Treatise conceives, that, so far as the plan 
of his Work is concerned, he has no special busi- 
ness with such an individual. A person, who can 
thus act, must plainly be viewed, not as a believer, 
but as an unbeliever, in divine revelation. 

Ii. In truth, nothing can be more childishly un- 
philosophical and illogical, than the too common 
antitrinitarian practice, of starting abstract objec- 
tions to the bare nature of the doctrine itself, and 
of pretending to decide, by the wholly inapplic- 
able argument a priori, the pure historical question 
of ract, Whether the doctrine of the Trinity is or is 
not a doctrine of Christianity '. 


* This is the fatal paralogism, which runs, for instance, 
through Dr. Channing’s Discourse on The superior tendency of 
Unitarianism to form an elevated religious character. 

He reasons abstractedly, against the truth of the doctrine of 
the Trinity, from his own distorted arbitrary statement of its 
alleged moral and intellectual tendency : and, from a rapid view 
of this caricatured portrait, he determines, through the danger- 
ous argumentum a priort and in language which I absolutely 
have shuddered to read; that such a doctrine cannot form a 
part of sincere Christianity. 

I. Now, even to omit the gross sophism of arguing from a 
gratuitous statement of his own which would offensively exhibit 
Trinitarianism as alike absurd and immoral; what can be a 
greater paralogism, than the very prINcIPLE upon which the 
whole of Dr. Channing’s Discourse is constructed ? 

1. The question is a simple historical question of racr: the 
question, namely ; Whether the doctrine of the Trinity, with the 
dependent doctrine of Christ’s essential deity, mas taught by the 
Apostles, and is propounded in Scripture. 

2. Yet this palpably mere question of racr, which, like all 

VOL. I. U 
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The province of Reason is, to examine evidence 
as to facts: the business of Faith is, implicitly to 


other similar questions, can only be determined by evidence, 
Dr. Channing actually professes to determine by the application 
of abstract a priori reasoning. 

3. Thus, in former days, did misplaced ingenuity determine, 
in the negative, the question of ract; Whether the Copernican 
System be true, and whether men exist in the supposed para- 
doxical condition of Antipodes: and thus, in the present day, 
does a more eloquent, than logical, American Divine similarly 
determine, in the negative, the question of FACT ; Whether the 
doctrine of the Trinity, with the dependent doctrine of Christ's 
true godhead, was taught by the Apostles, and is propounded in 
Scripture. 

II. Dr. Channing, in the exordium of his Discourse, pro- 
fesses his intention of speaking freely, and, some may say, 
severely, of Trinitarranism. 

Far more severely, I fear, has he exposed his own grievous 
departure from the most acknowledged principles of right rea- 
soning. 

I say departure from, not ignorance of ; because his own ad- 
mirable Discourse on The Evidences of Christianity, delivered 
before the American University of Cambridge, precludes all 
possibility of the charitable hypothesis of ignorance. Rarely 
have I met with a more beautiful, a more compact, and a more 
original, train of reasoning, than that contained in the last men- 
tioned Discourse. 

IiI. While Dr. Channing would settle an historical question 
of act by the application of an abstract argumentum a priori, I 
“must honestly admit, that he does indeed darkly hint at a mat- 
ter, which, if it were capable of substantiation, would doubt- 
less have effectually overturned the entire doctrine of the 
Trinity. 

1. Before a congregation in New York, which probably had 
not much entered into remote ecclesiastical inquiries, he ob- 
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receive any doctrine, which, on sufficient evidence, 
shall appear to have been communicated by divine 
revelation. 


scurely hints at the dexterously insinuated circumstance : that 
Lhe doctrine of the Trinity was the invention of the Priesthood 
during what are usually called the dark ages ; the ages, to wit, 
which succeeded the downfall of the Western Roman Empire, 
and which preceded the revival of science and learning. 

Lest I should be thought guilty of misrepresentation, I sub- 
Join Dr, Channing’s own precise words. 

Trinitarianism, instead of teaching an mtelligible God, offers 
to the mind a monstrous compound of hostile atiributes, BEARING 
PLAIN MARKS OF THOSE AGES OF DARKNESS, when Christianity 
shed but a faint ray, and when the diseased fSancy teemed with 
prodigies and unnatural creations. Dise. p- 22. 4th Liverpool 
Edit. 1829. 

2. Now, could Dr. Channing have historically proved, that 
The doctrine of the T: rinity originated in the dark ages, or some- 
where (as the chronology of those ages is most commonly ar- 
ranged) between the year 500 and the year 1400: every per- 
son must instinctively perceive, that the cause of Trinitarianism 
is utterly hopeless ; and so, from a too implicit assumption of the 
eloquent preacher’s strict accuracy, it was, I doubt not, gudged 
to be, by at least the symbolising portion of the audience as- 
sembled at the dedication of the second congregational unitarian 
church in the city of New York. 

(1.) But is Dr. Channing prepared distinctly to assert, what 
he obscurely though not unintelligibly insinuated to the numerous 
just admirers of his oratorical powers: that The doctrine of the 
Trinity first sprang up in the dark ages ; and, consequently, that 
Lhis monstrous novel compound of hostile attributes was utterly 
unknown and unthought of and unheard of anterior to the siath 
century ? 

Such a matter, I much incline to think, he will never venture 


Gee 


292 THE APOSTOLICITY [BOOK I. 


Faith and Reason have each their own proper 
domain: and neither of them can, legitimately or 


distinctly to assert. Why, then, should he insinuate it, aS AN 
HISTORICAL FACT, to a lay congregation at New York ? 

(2.) The Discourse of Dr. Channing, in which, with much 
truth, he professes his intention of speaking severely of Trini-. 
tarianism, was a Concio ad Populum, not a Concio ad Clerum. 
This, I think, he ought to have considered. 

Of course, no trinitarian Clergyman would have been moved 
by the allegation: that The doctrine, which he professes and 
through which he hopes to be saved, bears plain marks of those 
ages of darkness, when Christianity shed but a famt ray, and 
when the diseased fancy teemed with prodigies and unnatural 
creations. 

But, with a respectable Layman, unused to ecclesiastical re- 
searches, whether a Trinitarian or an Antitrinitarian, the case 
was very widely and very essentially different. 

Dr. Channing, he would say, publicly assures me: that 
Trinitarianism is a mere abortion of the dark ages, and that 
thence it bears plain marks of tts origin. Now a well-read and 
a well-principled Divine mould never, even in a burst of elo- 
quence, have thronn out such an asseveration, had he not known 
at, from his own personal researches, to be STRICTLY CORRECT. 
Doubtless, then, by a necessary consequence, the doctrine of the 
Trinity is a mere unauthorised NovELty : and, as such, it clearly 
can be neither part nor parcel of sincere primitive Christianity. 

(3.) Again I repeat it, that Dr. Channing ought to have con- 
sidered well the component elements of the audience which he 
was addressing,. ere he threw out such insinuations, or more 
than insinuations, in a Concio ad Populum. 

3. That we desire to propagate this doctrine, says he, we do 
not conceal. Disc. p. 5. 

Now I blame no man for propagating the religious system, 


which, after a full and honest and ungarbled examination of 
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harmlessly, encroach upon the domain of the 
other. 

To bring Faith into operation, without sufficient 
evidence as to the fact of doctrine upon which it 
is required to operate, is a gross absurdity, worthy 
only of an age of the darkest barbarism and the 
most obtuse superstition. 

But to permit Reason, upon the utter uncer- 
tainty of mere abstract principles, to question the 


evidence, he believes, in the presence of Almighty God, to be 
the truth and the whole truth and nothing but the truth. It 
may, however, be doubted, whether the acquisition of proselytes 
to the cause of Antitrinitarianism, through the medium of a 
popular assurance that The doctrine of the Trinity bears plain 
marks of the ages of darkness, will afford, to the zealous asserter 
of such an extraordinary historical proposition, much comfort 
upon his death-bed. Certainly, it will afford small credit or 
strength to the cause itself. 

4. Dr. Channing’s Discourse has been republished, as a cheap 
Tract for circulation, in England: and I read it in the fourth 
Liverpool edition. Are we, from this circumstance, to conclude : 
that the ministers of our English Antitrinitarian Congregations 
agree with Dr. Channing in his intimation, that The doctrine of 
the Trinity mas unknown and unrecognised in the Church until 
it was first invented during those dark ages of which it bears such 
plain marks ? 

If they do agree with him: where is their historical evidence 
for the alleged Fact ?. 

If they do not agree with him: how came they, four several 
times, to reprint his extraordinary intimation, without the 
slightest note of censure and disagreement ? 

It will be recollected, that the Discourse has been cheaply 
reprinted for the purpose of popular circulation in England. 
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truth of a doctrine which upon adequate testimony 
has been shewn to have been communicated by a 
revelation from heaven, is an absurdity even yet 
more portentous. 

When a man, upon independent evidence, shall 
once have been fully satisfied of the divine origi- 
nation and the divine authority of Christianity : 
he stands bound, by his own acknowledged pre- 
mises, to receive any doctrine which Christianity 
may propound. 

Henceforth, he is concerned exclusively with 
the question what it really does propound for his 
acceptation. 

Of this question an examination is strictly the 
province of Reason: nor are we at all bound to 
receive any doctrine as a doctrine of Christianity, 
unless by sufficient evidence it can be proved to 
be such. 

But, when once a doctrine shall have been 
adequately shewn to be a doctrine revealed by 
Christianity ; Christianity itself being viewed, in- 
dependently, as a divine revelation: the operation 
of Reason terminates, and the operation of Faith 
commences. 

The doctrine in question may, or may not, be 
encumbered by abstract difficulties: but these 
come not legitimately within the province of 
Reason. 

It is sufficient: that The doctrine has been as- 
certained to have proceeded from God. 
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Reason, in the ascertaining of this Fact, has 
done her duty: and, at this point, she must be 
content to give place to Faith. 

Let it only be proved, on competent testimony, 
that A doctrine has really proceeded from God: and, 
by the strictest principles even of Reason herself, 
the sole future intellectual business of man is 
humble and implicit Belief. 
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APPENDIX IL. 


NUMBER I. 


RESPECTING THE ANTENICENE INTERPRETATION OF PASSAGES IN 
SCRIPTURE, THE IMPORT OF WHICH IS LITIGATED BETWEEN THE 


TRINITARIAN AND THE ANTITRINITARIAN. 


InpEPENDENTLY of the general drift and purpose of Holy 
Scripture, the Trinitarian is wont to adduce a variety of par- 
ticular passages upon which he confidently builds his own sys- 
tem of Theology. 

The Antitrinitarian, however, denies, that these passages 
give any warrant for such a system: and he assigns to them a 
sense totally different from that, which his opponent has been 
accustomed to assign to them. 

So far as auTHority is concerned, each professes to build his 
scheme of doctrine upon Scriprure. But then the Scripture, 
to which they alike appeal, is, obviously, not Scripture in the 
abstract, but Scripture understood according to a particular 
interpretation. 

Such being the case, the true question is not ; Whether 
ScRiPTURE ought to be THE AUTHORITATIVE RULE OF FAITH: for 
here, with the perhaps insulated exception of Dr. Priestley, who 
roundly declares, that, even if the doctrine of the Trinity were 
found in Scripture, it would be impossible for a reasonable man 
to believe it (Hist. of Early Opin. Introd. sect. iv. Works, vol. 
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vi. p. 33, 34.) ; here, I suppose, there is no discrepance of 
opinion. 

But the true question is: What is that right iInrpRPRETATION 
of ScrivtuRE, which, on some rational and mtelligible principle, 
presents to us its morally certain import. See above, book i. 
chap. 9. 

I. Taking up Scripture, as he would take up any other book 
written for the purpose of being generally and easily under- 
stood, the Trinitarian usually contends: that the passages, ad- 
duced by him, ought to be interpreted according to the natural 
and obvious purport of the phraseology in which they are 
couched ; and that an interpretation, conducted on this princi- 
ple of conventionality, without which no language can convey 
any definite meaning, will assuredly bring out the doctrines of 
Christ’s godhead and the Trinity. 

II. But, to this principle of interpretation, the Antitrinitarian 
objects: and his objection he labours, at the same time, to 
clothe with at least a decent semblance of plausibility. 

1, On the present topic, let us hear the decision of Mr. 
Belsham. 

Impartial and sincere inquirers after truth must be particu- 
larly upon their guard against what is called THe NATURAL 
SIGNIFICATION OF WORDS AND PHRASES.—It is very possible; 
that men, who lived two thousand years ago, might annex very 
different ideas to the same words and phrases. So that the sense, 
which appears most foreign to us, might be most natural to them. 
Belsham’s Calm Inquiry, p. 5. 

2. We may also hear, with considerable advantage, the state- 
ment of Dr. Carpenter. 

We are of opinion: that THE PLAIN AND OBVIOUS SENSE OF 
THE WORDS OF SCRIPTURE ts not that; which, from long habit, 
may have become familiar to the mind ; and which, Srom its 
general diffusion, may now appear to be the plain and obvious 
sense, even to the poor and unlearned: but that; in which they 
nould be readily understood by those persons, who, from native 


use, mithout any particular cultivation of mind, were conversant 
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with the phraseology of the languages in which they were nrit- 
ten, and who had, from the same cause, those turns of thought 
and habits of imagination, which would enable them, without 
hesitation, to understund the force of expressions, which, when 
literally rendered into our language and referred to our modes 
of thinking and feeling, are either dark (if not incomprehensible ) 
or excite ideas widely different from the meaning of the author. 
Carpenter’s Unitar. p. 5, 6. 

III. Dr. Carpenter, we see, by a reference to other ages and 
other climes, wishes to persuade us; that The present obvious 
sense of Scripture, IN THIS REALM OF ENGLAND, ?s Nor really tts 
obvious sense: while Mr. Belsham exhorts us to be particularly 
on our guard against what is called The NarurRaL signification 
of words and phrases. 

Now, of this caution, without a due attention to which the 
plain english scriptural reader of modern days will inevitably 
fancy that The Bible teaches the doctrines of Christ's godhead 
and the Trinity, the avowed ground is: that, MANY YEARS AGO, 
in the time of the primitive Church, and in the regions of Greece 
and Asia, the passages, which Now, in their natural construc- 
tion, inculcate those doctrines, conveyed, to the minds of the 
early believers, no such doctrines as their natural and obvious 
amport. 

The determination of the question, therefore, is expressly 
referred to the judgment of the primitive Church. 

IV. This appeal the Trinitarian freely accepts. For, though, 
strictly speaking, he defers nothing, to the early ecclesiastical 
writers, in the way of PERSONAL AUTHORITY: yet, on the legiti- 
mate principle of historiography, he defers much, to them, in 
the way of PERSONAL TESTIMONY. 

The true doctrine, concerning the person of Christ, must be 
allowed to have been held by the Apostles. 

They, no doubt, knen : whether T heir Master was, only a man 
like themselves, or their Maker. 

Their immediate disciples would receiwe and maintain the 


same doctrine that they held. 
10 
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And it must have been some time: before any other could 
have been introduced and have spread to any extent ; and, espe- 
cially, before it could have become the prevailing opinion. 
Priestley’s Reply to Animad. sect. iv. Works, val. xvill. p. 23. 

V. These are golden sentences: and, in the delivering of 
them, Dr. Priestley breathes the very spirit of Irenéus and 
Tertullian. 

1. If, through the instrumentality of the early ecclesiastical 
writers employed solely-in the way of CREDIBLE EVIDENCE, we 
can ascertain the mode in which the litigated texts were under- 
stood by the primitive Church: we shall have advanced as near 
to absolute truth of exposition, as perhaps the nature of moral 
testimony will admit. 

For, in whatever sense the texts were understood by those, 
who had conversed, either with the Apostles, or with their 
immediate and almost immediate successors: in that sense we 
can scarcely doubt of their having been understood by the 
Apostles themselves. 

(1.) Thus, for instance, an interpretation, propounded by 
Irenéeus, who expressly declares that he received his system of 
doctrine from Polycarp who similarly professed that he had 
received it in the first instance from St. John, cannot, on the 
principle so judiciously laid down by Dr. Priestley, be pirrcTLY 
OPPosITE to the mind of St. John. 

When comparatively unimportant texts are discussed, Irenéus 
may doubtless give merely his own sense: because, very pos- 
sibly, he may never have learned what was the precise apostolic 
exposition. 

But, in the case of texts, the interpretation of which involves 
such an immense and vital discrepance of opinion, as Whether 
Christ was a mere man, or Whether he was a man mmcomprehen- 
sibly united mith the second person of a divine Trinity : in the 
case of such texts, it is impossible to believe ; that Irengus 
cowld have hazarded an interpretation pirEcrLy opposItE to 
what must have been then universally known as ahs interpreta- 
tion of an inspired Apostle. 
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(2.) This being the case, if the primitive Church, as Dr. 
Priestley contends, were antitrinitarian and humanitarian: then, 
assuredly, the early current expositions of the various litigated 
texts will be found, either exactly to agree with the modern 
antitrinitarian expositions of them, or at least in principle 
strictly to harmonise with such expositions. 

But, if the primitive Church were trinitarian, and if she held 
the doctrine of Christ’s essential divinity : then, obviously, the 
early current expositions of the litigated texts will be found, 
substantially and systematically, to agree with those expositions 
of them, which are advocated, as their plain and natural im- 
port, by modern Trinitarians. 

2. Let, then, the texts in question, through the medium of 
historical testimony as afforded by the early Antenicene Fa- 
thers, be referred to the decision of the primitive Church. 

According to Dr. Priestley himself, the text is UNEXcEPTION- 
ABLE: and both Mr. Belsham and Dr. Carpenter, unless I 
wholly misunderstand them, appeal to it from the NATURAL sig- 
nification of words and phrases, as that signification presents 
itself to our modern english apprehension. 

Nor, in truth, is there any other process, by which we can 
more reasonably hope to attain a moral certainty in regard to 
the true sense of Holy Scripture. 

If, by the primitive Church, the litigated texts were invariably 
understood in an antitrinitarian sense: who does not instinc- 
tively see and feel, that the cause of ‘Trinitarianism is altogether 
desperate ? 

And, on the other hand, if, by the primitive Church, the 
litigated texts were invariably understood in a trinitarian sense : 
who does not immediately perceive the utter hopelessness of the 
cause of Antitrinitarianism ? 

A trinitarian Church can no more adopt and advocate an 
antitrinitarian exposition of Scripture, than an antitrinitarian 
Church can adopt and advocate a trinitarian exposition. 

As the exposition is, so will the Church be: and, since the 


present inquiry regards the exposition familiarly and systemati- 


304 THE APOSTOLICITY LAPP. I. 


cally adopted by the primitive Church ; as the exposition adopted 
by the primitive Church is, so will be the doctrine maintained 
and inculeated by the Apostles. 

VI. Respecting the texts litigated between the modern Tri- 
nitarian and the modern Antitrinitarian, Mr. Belsham and Dr. 
Carpenter rather insinuate than directly assert, that the early 
Christians understood them after some such manner as they 
themselves recommend. But Dr. Priestley, more bold or less 
guarded, has resorted to open and undisguised asseveration. 

It mill also, says he, weigh much with those, who are apt to 
lay great stress on the usual construction of SOME PARTICULAR 
TEXTS, to consider: that, in those early times, the Scriptures 
mere constantly read, by persons better qualified to understand 
the language of them than we at this time can pretend to be, 
WITHOUT SUGGESTING ANY SUCH NOTIONS OF THE DIVINITY OR THE 
PREEXISTENCE OF CHRIST AS ARE NOW SUPPOSED TO BE CLEARLY 
CONTAINED IN THEM. Letters to Bp. Horsley, part ii. pref. 
Works, vol. xviii. p. 148. 

VII. Such is the broad and direct asseveration of Dr. 
Priestley. 

1. Now I have carefully perused his two historical Works : 
but I do not recollect the adduction even so much as of a single 
solitary instance, in which any one of those PARTICULAR TEXTS 
is, by the primitive Church, understood and interpreted, as 
modern Antitrinitarians understand and interpret them. 

Doubtless, we have Dr. Priestley’s own word, for the alleged 
very important Fact: that The teats, now litigated between 
L'rinitarians and Antitrinitarians, suggested not, to their primi- 
tave readers, any such notions of the divinity or the préexistence 
of Christ, as are at present supposed to be clearly contained 
on them. 

Yet, surely, it were no unreasonable demand: that the Histo- 
rian’s own word, however great in some quarters may be its 
weight, should have been substantiated by a decent sufficiency 
of adequate tangible evidence. 


As the matter now stands, we have broad assertion without a 
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shadow of proof. The vast importance of primitive interpreta- 
tion is evidently felt and fully allowed. Dr. Priestley assures 
his readers: that Primitive interpretation is altogether on the 
side of Antitrinitarian Humanitarianism. And, thence, with 
much sound judgment, he constructs an argument: which, as it 
clearly ought to do, will weigh much with those who are apt to 
lay great stress on the usual construction of soME PARTICULAR 
TEXTS. 

From the alleged Fact, his reasoning is quite unexceptiona- 
able. Nothing is wanted, but a sUBSTANTIATION OF THE 
ALLEGED FACT ITSELF. 

The alleged ract, however, is wholly wnsubstantiated : nor, 
in support of it, is even so much as one poor specimen of primi- 
tive interpretation adduced by the positive historian. 

Must we censure him for this total lack of evidence ? 

Verily, in no wise. Ea nihilo nihil fit. Evidence to the 
alleged racr exists not: and Dr. Priestley was not bound to 
produce a non-entity. 

2. But the worst of the matter is: that the case is not merely 
a case of negativeness. 

So far at least as my own inquiries have extended through 
the period which preceded the first Nicene Council, I invariably 
find; that THE NATURAL SIGNIFICATION OF WORDS AND PHRASES, 
against which we are cautioned by Mr. Belsham and Dr. Car- 
penter, is precisely the signification delivered by the early ec- 
clesiastical writers: I invariably find; that, in their exposition 
of the particuLar TExTs alluded to, those writers agree, not 
with modern Antitrinitarians, but with modern Trinitarians. 

In no one instance have I fortuned upon a text, interpreted, 
as Dr. Priestley or Mr. Lindsey or Mr. Belsham or Dr. Car- 
penter would interpret it. 

With rare uniformity, every exposition, which I have en- 
countered, is strictly trinitarian. 

Never, so far as I have observed, do the Antenicene Writers, 
in their interpretation of the particuLaR TExts, favour the 
cause of Dr. Priestley. More fancifully than soberly (let us 
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forgive them this wrong), they will sometimes, indeed, discover 
the doctrines of Christ’s godhead and the Trinity in texts, 
which the severity of no modern Catholic would allow him to 
adduce. But, as for the paRTICULAR TEXTS, here they all agree in 
one and the same story : and, unfortunately for the Historian’s 
argument from an alleged rac, that story is Nor the story, 
which he would narrate. 

3. I may add yet another matter, which ought not to be 
altogether pretermitted. - 

Up to the very apostolic age, the early writers cite, as un- 
doubtedly genuine, those exordia of the two Gospels by Mat- 
thew and by Luke, which the tardy sagacity of the Editor of 
the Improved Version of the New Testament has at length dis- 
covered to be interpolations: and, on the high authority of 
Irenéus, we learn; that the daring excisions of Marcion, the 
very Magnus Apollo of the Editor, were conducted on no cri- 
tical principle whatsoever; but that he hacked and slashed 
away what the whole Catholic Church had always received as 
canonical, for not any more cogent reason, than a mere, though 
decided, contrariety to his own speculative innovations. Iren. 
adv. heer. lib. 1. c. 29. p. 82, 83. 

4, On the whole, therefore, I venture to infer: that the 
constant reading of the Scriptures, in those early times, by per- 
sons (as Dr. Priestley remarks) better qualified to understand 
the language of them than me at this time can pretend to be, 
must have suggested precisely such notions of the divinity and 
the preéxistence of Christ, as by Trinitarians are now supposed 
to be clearly contained in the particuLAR TEXxTs under litigation. 

VIII. If, however, the Historian’s directly opposite assertion 
be accurate : it will be an easy task for some one of his lettered 
followers to verify it by a copious adduction of those early 
antenicene interpretations of the PARTICULAR TEXTS in question, 
which shall be uniformly found to correspond with the inter- 
pretations proposed either by himself or by any other modern 
Antitrinitarian. 

Meanwhile, it is my own business, through the medium of an 
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exactly similar process, to justify the inference, which I myself 
have ventured to propound. 

For this purpose, I shall simply bring forward, in the original 
Greek or Latin, various specimens of early antenicene exposi- 
tion selected out of a much more ample collection: that so the 
painful enquirer, distrusting peradventure any translation of 
mine, may weigh and judge for himself. 

Such a plan strikes upon my own apprehension, as being by 
far the most equitable: and it is hoped, that a moderately ex- 
tensive production of original antenicene passages may be 
neither useless nor unacceptable to the diligent and honest 
student in Theology. 


THX Teale 
GEN. i. 16, 26. iii. 22. 
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gic @&& ayuov. 
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avrov vrdpxovra, BXr€morTEC, odK laxvovov eic akrivac abrov 
avropbatpijoa. Barnab. Epist. c. v. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. 
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2. Aéye roe Yio* Tlowjowperv, Kar’ eikdva Kat cad’ Opolwory 
jpov, rov dvOowroy. Barnab. Epist. c. vi. Cotel. Patr. Apost. 
vole, p19. | 

3. Filius quidem Dei omni creatura antiquior est, ita ut in 
consilio Patri suo adfuerit ad condendam creaturam. Herm. 
Past. lib. iii. simil. 9. § 12. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. i. 
p. 118. 
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matus est: hoc est, per Filium et Spiritum, quibus et dixit ; 
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Faciamus hominem. Tren. adv. her. lib. iv. in preefat. 
p- 282. 

7. Non angeli fecerunt nos, nec nos plasmaverunt; nec 
angeli potuerunt imaginem facere Dei; nec alius quis, preeter 
Verbum Domini; nec Virtus Jongé absistens a Patre univer- 
sorum. Nec enim indigebat horum Deus ad faciendum que 
ipse apud se preefinierat fieri, quasi ipse suas non haberet 
manus. Adest enim ei semper Verbum et Sapientia, Filius et 
Spiritus, per quos et in quibus omnia liberé et sponté fecit: ad 
quos et loquitur, dicens; Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et 
similitudinem nostram. Tren. adv. her. lib. iv. c. 87. p. 266. 

8. Glorificabitur autem Deus in suo plasmate, conforme 
illud et consequens suo Puero (r@ Madi airov) adaptans. Per 
manus enim Patris, id est per Filium et Spiritum, fit homo 
secundum similitudinem Dei. Iren. adv. her. lib. v. ec. 8. 
p. 322. 

9. Idem ipse, qui ab initio plasmavit Adam, cum quo et 
loquebatur Pater, Faciamus hominem secundum imaginem et 
similitudinem nostram, in novissimis temporibus semetipsum 
manifestans hominibus, ei, qui ab Adam ceecus fuerat, formavit 
visionem. Et, propter hoc, Scriptura, significans quod futurum 
erat, ait, abscondito Adam propter inobedientiam, Dominum 
venisse vespere ad eum, et dixisse: Ubi es? Hoe est, quoniam 
in novissimis temporibus ad ipsum venit Verbum Dei advocare 
hominem, recommemorans in eo opera sua, in quibus degens 
absconditus fuerat Domino. — Iren. adv. her. lib. v. c. 14, § 2. 
p- 336, 337. 

10. ‘O 0€ dyaBog Iatduywyoe, f Lopia, &é Adyog rot Marpoe, 
O Onpuovpynjoac toy avOpwrov, Gdov KhOETaL Tod TACT MATOL. 
Clem. Alex. Peedag. lib. i. c. 2. Oper. p. 81. 

11. Sic enim preefatio Patris ad Filium: Facitamus hominem 
ad imaginem et sumilitudinem nostram. Et fecit hominem Deus, 
id utique quod finxit, ad imaginem Dei fecit illum, scilicet 
Christi. Et Sermo enim Deus: qui, in effigie Dei constitutus, 
non rapinam existimavit pariari Deo. Tertull. de resurr. carn. 
§ 5. Oper. p. 49. 
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12. Si te adhuc numerus scandalizat Trinitatis quasi non 
connexe in unitate simplici, interrogo, quomodo unicus et singu- 
laris pluraliter loquitur; Factamus hominem ad imaginem et 
sumilitudinem NostRAM: cum debuerit dixisse; Factam hominem 
ad imaginem et similitudinem MEAM ; utpote unicus et singu- 
laris? Sed et, in sequentibus; Hece Adam factus est tanquam 
UNUS EX NoBIs: fallit aut ludit, ut, cum unus et solus et sin- 
gularis esset, numerosé loqueretur. Aut nunquid angelis loque- 
batur, ut Judzi interpretantur, quia nec ipsi Filium agnoscunt : 
an quia ipse erat Pater, Filius, Spiritus, ideo pluralem se prees- 
tans, pluraliter sibi loquebatur? Imo quia jam adherebat illi 
Filius, secunda persona, Sermo ipsius; et tertia, Spiritus in 
Sermone: ideo pluraliter pronunciavit, Factamus et Nostram 
et Nozis. Cum quibus enim faciebat hominem, et quibus 
faciebat similem ? Filio quidem, qui erat induiturus hominem ; 
Spiritu vero, qui erat sanctificaturus hominem: quasi cum 
ministris et arbitris, ex unitate ‘Trinitatis, loquebatur. Tertull. 
adv. Prax. § 9. Oper. p. 412. 

13, Quis enim non secundam Filii post Patrem agnoseat esse 
personam, cum legat dictum a Patre consequenter ad Filium ; 
Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram: et 
post hee relatum; “t fecit Deus hominem, ad imaginem Dei 
fecit illum? Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 617. 

14, ‘O ydp rot Oot Yide, 6 TpWTOTOKOC TaaNC KTiCEWwC, Et Kat 
veworl evnvOownnkévat Ecobey, dN ovre ye Cia TovTO véog éort. 
IIpecPiraroy yap atroy rdyrwy rev Snuioveynpdrwr ica ot 
Beiot NOyou’ Kal av’T@ TOY Ody, TEpl Tice TOU dvOowWroV CnpLOVp- 
ylac, sionxevat’ Homowpey &vOowroy Kar’ cixdva Kal dpoiwou 
Husrépay. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. v. p. 257. 


15. ‘O ce évreddépevoc ETEOW évréd\XNsrae rivé’ Ov ovK dAdOY 


? 


\ ~ A ~ ~ S 3 ‘ 
mereiopela 3) TOY povoyervh Yiov rov Ozov Ocdy, o Kai etre’ Tlot~ 
f 3/ a 5] , , \ t 4 e / 4 
jowpev avOowroyv Kar’ eikdva Kai Opoiwow fperéoay. _Concil. 


Antioch. Epist. ad Paul. Samos. apud Routh. Rel. Saer. vol. ii. 
p. 466. 


ee 
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RA So, Bo 
Psatm Ixxu. 5. 


Kal ouprapapevel to HAW, Kal TOO Tie oeAnung yEevede 


t 


YEVEWDV. 


Kai Aafaid dé roo t)Aiov Kat cedyvne ex yaorpdc yevynOjoecBar 
avrov Kara Ty Tov ILarpdc BouNjy exijovie’ Kal Oeov isyupor Kat 
moookuyntov, Xoorov ovra, éohrwoe. Just. Dial. cum Tryph. 


Oper. p. 235. Comp. Ibid. p. 224. 


TE EXERCTLE 
PsaLM cx. 1. 


Eimev 6 Kiowe to Kupiy pov’ Kadou éx deSiav pov 


e n ~ NES. , € ss ~ oS 
EWC AV i) TOUC 2x Ooote OOU UVTOTOOLOV TWYV TOOWV GOU. 


Animadverte etiam Spiritum loquentem ex tertia persona de 
Patre et Filio: Dixit Dominus Domino meo, sede ad dexteram 
meam, donec ponam inmicos tuos scabellum pedum tuorum. 
Tertull. adv. Prax. § 9. p. 412. 


TEXT IV. 
Esa. lin. 8. 
Tiv yevedy avrov tic Omyhorrat; 


1. Generationem ejus quis enarrabit ? quoniam homo est: et 
Quis agnoscet eum ? Cognoscit autem illum is, cui Pater qui est 
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in coelis revelavit: at intelligat, quoniam is, qui non voluntate 
carnis neque ex voluntate viri natus est filius hominis, hic est 
Christus Filius Dei vivi. Quoniam enim nemo in totum ex 
filiis Adze Deus appellatur secundum eum, ut Dominus nomi- 
natur, ex Scripturis demonstravimus: quoniam ipse proprié, 
preter omnes qui fuerunt tunc homines, Deus, et Dominus, et 
Rex eternus et umgenitus, et Verbum incarnatum predicatum, 
adest videre omnibus qui vel modicum de veritate attigerint. 
Tren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 91. p. 212. 

2. Kat ro "Hoatay gavaet Try yevedy abrod ric Sinynoerat ; 
dvexouyynrov Exovra TO yévocg avroy éoydov. Oddele yao, dvOow- 
moc Oy &£ dvOowrwy, dvexduyynrov éxec TO yévoc. Justin. Dial. 
cum Tryph. Oper. p. 235. Vide etiam Ibid. p. 202, 228. 


TL EXoD oN 
Esai: vii. 14. Marr. i. 23. 


3 
[dod 7 mwapGévoc év yaorpl ta, cal réEera vidv, Kal Ka- 
Ms N ” 3 any aX lee i] 
ésovol TO Ovoua avTov EupavoundA’ 6 gore pebcounvev- 


duevov, Mc? rudy 5 Ode. 


i elgg iarodc éort, oapktKde TE Kal TvevpaTiKoc, yEevynroe Kat 
ayevyntoc, EY capKl yevopevoc Oedc, év Bavary fw) ddnivn, 
kat éx Maplac cat éx Ocov, mowrov raOnroc Kal rére drafijc. Ig- 
nat. Epist. ad Ephes. § 7. Cot. Patr. Apos. vol. ii. p. 13. 

2. 'O yap Oe0¢ jpov Inoote 6 Xororde exvogopnOn id Maptac 
Kar’ oikovopiay Ocov, &k orépparoc péev Aaft0, Ivetparoe be “Ayiov. 
Ibid. § 18. p.15. 

3. "Ert cai iva, Ov rpdmov yéyovev év Koop@ ryevynOelc, éerrt- 
yrovat Exwow of motevovtes ait@ AvOowror, did Tov abrod 
‘Hoatov ro rpognrexdy Ivetpa we péddee ylvecOa 7 DOEDHTEVOEV 
ourwe'—loov F mapbEevoc év yaorpt AnWerat, Kat réeterar vid, Kal 


x > . ~ i ~ 
Kad€oerae TO Ovopa avrov "Eupavovyd.—Ore pev oy, gv TO 


ee 
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yéverT@ Kara cdoxa Tov APpadp, ovdete obCéroTe xO TapMEvou 
yeyévnrat, ovde édEKTae yeyernpévoc, GAN jj ovTOe 6 HerEooc 
Xptordc, maou davepdy gory. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. 
p- 203. 

4, Tov Xptordy rovroy tov Oeov Yidv, O¢ Kat rd Ewoddpou Kat 
cedynvne iv, Kal cud ripe wapBévov Tavrye THe dro TOU yévoug TOU 
Aafid yevynOijvac capkoronbele trépervey. Ibid. p. 204. Vide 
etiam Ibid. p. 256, 260. 

5. “Ore kat Inaove fv 6 Mwoei cat ro “ABoadp Kat roic &AXowc 
&mhwc warpidpxate gavele Kal OptAnoac, TO TOV Ilarpd¢ OeAjpare 
UTNPETOY, drécdetta’ Oc Kal tvOowroc yevynOyvae dud Tig Twap- 
Oévov Mapiac Oe, Kal gory del, EW. Otroc yao éoriy, dp’ ov 
kal Tov ovpavoy Kal ry yay, Kal dv ov, 6 Tlarjp péddet Katvovp- 
yetv. Ibid. p. 266. 

6. Sed et Matthaus unum et eundem Jesum Christum cog- 
noscens, eam que est secundum hominem generationem ejus 
ex virgine exponens, sicut promisit Deus David, ex fructu 
ventris ejus et excitaturum se eternum regnum, multo prius 
Abrahe eandem faciens promissionem, ait: Liber generationis 
Jesus Christi, fil David, fil Abraham. 

Dehinc, ut liberaret mentem nostram a suspicione quz est 
circa Joseph, ait: Christi autem generatio sic erat. Cum esset 
desponsata mater ejus Joseph, prius quam convenirent, inventa 
est in utero habens de Spiritu Sancto. 

Dehinc, cum Joseph cogitaret dimittere Mariam quoniam 
preegnans erat, assistentem ei angelum Dei et dicentem: Ne 
timueris assumere Mariam conjugem tuam, quod enim habet in 
utero, de Spiritu Sancto est.  Pariet autem filium, et vocabis 
nomen ejus Jesum. Hic enim salvabit populum suum a peccatis 
suis. Hoc autem factum est, ut adimpleretur quod dictum est a 
Domino per prophetam: Ecce, virgo concipret in utero, et 
pariet filium, et vocabunt nomen ejus Emanuel ; quod interpre- 
tatum est, Nobiscum Deus. 

Manifesté significans, et eam promissionem que fuerat ad 
patres impletam, ex virgine natum Filium Dei, et hunc ipsum 


esse salvatorem Christum, quem prophete preedicaverunt : non 
10 
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sicut ipsi (scil. Valentiniani heretici) dicunt, Jesum quidem 
ipsum esse qui ex Maria sit natus, Christum vero qui desuper 
descendit. 

Ceeterum poterat dicere Mattheus; Jesu vero generatio sic 
erat: sed providens Spiritus Sanctus depravatores, et preemu- 
niens contra fraudulentiam eorum, per Matthzeum ait; Christi 
autem generatio sic erat ; et quoniam hic est Emanuel; ne forte 
tantum eum hominem putaremus. Non enim ex voluntate car- 
nis, neque ex voluntate viri, sed ex voluntate Dei, Verbum caro 
factum est : neque alium quidem Jesum suspicemur fuisse ; sed 
unum et eundem sciremus Deum esse. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. 
c. 18. p. 202, 203. Vide etiam Ibid. lib. iii. ec. 21. p. 212. 
c. 24. p. 215. 

7. Diligenter igitur significavit Spiritus Sanctus per ea que 
dicta sunt, generationem ejus que ex virgine, et substantiam 
quoniam Deus. 

Emanuel enim nomen hoc significat: et manifestat, quoniam 
homo, in eo quod dicit, Butyrum et mel manducabit, et in eo 
quod mfantem nominat eum, et prius quam cognoscat bonum et 
malum ; heee enim omnia sunt hominis infantis. . 

Quod autem non consentiel nequitie, ut eligat bonum, pro- 
prium hoc est Dei: uti non, per hoc quod manducat butyrum 
et mel, nudé solummodo eum hominem intelligeremus ; neque 
rursus, per nomen Hmanuel, sine carne eum Deum suspicare- 
mur. tren. adv. her. lib. iii. c. 26. p. 217. Vide etiam Ibid. 
lib. iv. c. 66. p. 294. lib. v. c. 17. p- 340, 341. 

8. Nasci se Deus in utero patitur matris. Tertull. de pa- 
tient. Oper. p. 8. 

9. Ante omnia autem commendanda erit ratio que preefuit, 
ut Dei Vilius de virgine nasceretur. Nové nasci debebat novee 
nativitatis dedicator. De qua signum daturus Dominus ab 
Esaia preedicabatur. 

Quid est istud signum? Ecce virgo concipiet in utero, et 
pariet filium. 

Concepit ergo virgo, et peperit Emanuelem, Nobiscum 
Deum. Hee est nativitas nova dum homo nascitur in Deo: 
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in quo homine Deus natus est. Tertull. de carn. Christ. § 11. 
Oper. p. 34. Vide etiam Tertull. de resurr. carn. § 15. Oper. 
p- 58. Tertull. adv. Jud. Oper. p. 129. Tertull. adv. Marcion. 
lib, iii. p. 203. ‘ 

10. Quoniam enim Esaias, H'cce virgo concipiet, et pariet 
Jjilium, et vocabitis nomen ejus Emmanuel ; quod interpretatum est 
Nobiscum Deus; sic Christus ipse dicit; Ecce ego vobiscum 
sum usque ad consummationem secult. 

Est ergo nobiscum Deus, imo multo magis etiam in nobis est. 
Nobiscum est Christus: est ergo, cujus nomen est Nobiscum 
Deus ; quia et nobiscum est.— 

Sed, quoniam nobiscum est, L’mmanuel, id est Nobiscum 
Deus, dictus est. Deus, ergo, quia nobiscum est; Nobiscum 
Deus dictus est. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 607. 

11. “Idov 4) mapbévoc év yaorpi eer, cal rékerar vidy. Totoy 
ovY onpetoy, TO, vedvida py wapévoy rexsiy; Kat rive paddor 
appoler yevvijoat "Eupavouny, rouréott, MeP for 6 Oedc, dou 
yuvatkl svvovotacbelon, Kal dua radove yuvackeiov ovAdafZoven, 
i) Ere Kabang Kal dyvy Kal rapDéve ; Tarn yap meme yevygy 
yévynpa, ed @ rexOévre NEyerae 7O, MeO” fyuwy 6 Oedc. Orig. 
cont. Cels. lib. 1. p. 27, 28. 


LEXTENVE 
Mart. 1. II. 


> ~ >] 4 
Kal, meadvrec, ToocEKbVyoaY aUTW’ Kal, avoléavree TOUE 
on ’ ~ ~ \ N 
Onoavpove avTwYV, TOOThVEYKaY aUTY dwpa, Xovodyv Kat 


‘ \ , 
ABavor KaL O[MUOVAaDY. 


~ : \ 
1. Tév do ’Appapiac oby pdywy éOovrwy eic ByOdeep, 

\ , \ ol ay DED ; ~ ou 
Kal mpookuvnodyTwy TO TaLlloy, Kal TOOGEVEYKAVTWY a’TY Cwoa, 
/ \ 
xpvady kai AiBavoy Kal opvpvay, Eretcr Kara drokadup pera 


TO TpogkuVITaL TOY Talon ev BnOreep, exedevoOnoay py etaved- 
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Oeiv mode rov ‘Hpwdny. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 236. 
Vide etiam Ibid. p. 257. 

2. Matthzeus autem Magos ab oriente venientes ait dixisse ; 
Vidimus enim stellam ejus in oriente, et venimus adorare eum: 
deductosque a stella in domum Jacob ad Emanuel, per ea que 
obtulerunt munera, ostendisse, quid erat qui adorabatur. 
Myrrha quidem; quod ipse erat qui pro mortali humano ge- 
nere moreretur et sepeliretur : aurum vero; quoniam rex, cujus 
regni finis non est: thus; vero; quoniam Deus, qui et notus in 
Judzea factus est, et manifestus eis qui non querebant eum. 
Tren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 10. p. 180. 

3. “Hkov oby éxt ry "Tovdaiay (scil. of Mayor), dre pév Baot- 
Aebe ree yeyévnrat TeOdpevor, riva O€ Baoirelay Bacirebowy ovd«K 
ETLOTAMEVOL, I) TOV yevynOnoerat ov yryvwoKorTEc' pepovrec pev 
dwpa, & (iv otrwc dvoudew) ovrOérw Tvl ex Ocod Kal dvOowmov 
Ovnrov mpociveykay obpPora per, we Bacirel TOY ypvady, we O€ 

a] a ; \ a t of met N LAP 7 e 
reDyncopervy THY opupvay, we de Oe@ Tov UBavwrdv’ TooahvEyKay 
O&, pabdrrec roy rémov rig yevécewe abrov. ANN, érel Ocde Fy 
aa 2 \ XN ~ > ig ’ / > / Ny 
Oumep Tove PonBodyrac dvOpmmore ayyédove EvuTapywy Lwrijo 

~ / ay ) Ih By b] f \ foe y ? \ 
Tov yévouc Twy dvOowrwy, dyyedoc iyuetbaro THY THY Maywy éri 


Tpookuvijoat roy Inaovy evagBecay. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. i. p. 46. 


TEXT VII. 
Marr. xvi. 16. 


‘Arroxoele 62 Liwwv Tlérpoe ime Ld ei 6 Xousrde, 6 


Yide Tov O<ov tov Zwvroe. 


1. Digitus est Dei qui salutem operatur populo, et non 
Josephi filius. Si enim Josephi filius esset, quomodo plus 
poterat quam Salomon, aut plus quam Jona habere, aut plus 
esse David; cum esset ex eadem seminatione generatus et proles 
existens ipsorum ? Ut quid autem et beatum dicebat Petrum, 
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quod eum cognosceret esse Filium Dei vivi? Super hoe autem, 
nec rex esse posset, siquidem Josephi filius fuisset, nec heres, 
secundum Hieremiam. Iren. adv. heer, lib. ili. c. 29. p. 219. 
Vide etiam Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. vi. Oper. p. 680. 

2. Yiov obv dvOoe EMUTOY ENEYEV, I] iO TH / 

2. owmou Eauroy EdeyEY, iTol dro Tite ‘yEevyhoewc 
Tite dud mapHévov, frig Hy dd rou AaPld cat ’laxkwP cat Ioaakc 
kal ’ABoadp yévouc’ 7} dua TO eivae abroy tov "AGpaap marépa 
kal rovrwy Toy KarnoOunpever, & wy Karayee t Mapia 70 yévoc. 
—Kai ydp Yidv Oeot Xororov kara rv rod Ilarpo¢ abrov amroKd- 
Audi, exvyvorra avror, Eva TOY pabyTwy avTov, Limwva mpdTE- 
pov Kadovpevor, érwvdpace Léroov. Kat, Yiov Ocod yeypappévor 
avroy év Tolc dropynpovevpwace TOY drooTOhwy avTov ExOYTEC, 

‘ ev > \ / ls of Xx XN i 
kal Yiov avroy Néyorrec, vevonkapeyv Ovra Kal 700 TaYTwY ToLN- 
pdrwy, dro tov Warpd¢e dvvadper airovd Kal Povdn mooedOdrra. 


Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 255. 


TEXT VIE 
Marr. xxvii. 19. 


s / Neo 
LlopevBivrec ovv pabyrsbocare ravra Ta £Ovn, PamwriZovrec 
Pd XN b) SS 4 ~ Q Q ~ c ~ X ~ 
auTouc &i¢ TO Ovoxa tov Ilatpo¢ Kat tov Yiov kat Tov 


‘Ayiou Ivetuaroc. 


1. Ecclesize Catholicee matris nostra veritas semper apud 
nos, fratres, et mansit et manet, et vel maximé in baptismatis 
Trinitate; Domino nostro dicente: Ite et baptizate gentes, in 
nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti. Concil. Carthag. can. 
x. in Oper. Cyprian. vol. i. p. 232. 

2, Fidem nostram, et baptismatis gratiam, et legis ecclesias- 
ticee regulam, Deus et Dominus noster Jesus Christus, suo ore 
Apostolos docens, perimplevit, dicens: Jte et docete omnes 
gentes, baptizantes eos in nomine Patris et Fil et Spiritus 
Sancti. Concil. Carthag. can. xxix. in Oper. Cyprian. vol. i. 
p- 235. 
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3. Dominus enim post resurrectionem, discipulos suos mit- 
tens, quemadmodum baptizare deberent instituit et docuit, 
dicens: Data est mihi omnis potestas in ccelo et in terra: ite 
ergo, et docete gentes omnes, baptizantes eos in nomine Patris et 
Fil et Spiritus Sancti. Insinuat Trinitatem, cujus sacra- 
mento gentes baptizarentur. Cyprian. Epist. Ixxiii. Oper. vol. 
i. p. 200. Vide etiam Ibid. p. 206. 


WES Lees 
Mare. il. 7. 


Ti obrog ovTw AaXsi BAachnulac; Tie Sbvarat apiévat 
€ , 9 Ns. ¢ if 
apaoTiac, lt pn cig 0 OEdc; 


1. Propter hoc, non credentibus que ab eo fiat remissionem, 
Phariseeis dicebat : Ut sciatis, quoniam potestatem habet Filius 
hominis remittere peccata. Et cum hoc dixisset, jussit paralyti- 
cum hominem tollere grabbatum super quem jacebat, et ire in 
domum suam. 

Propter hoc quidem efficit, confundens incredulos, et signi- 
ficans quoniam ipse est Vox Dei, per quam accepit homo pree= 
cepta quee supergressus est et factus est peccator : ex peccatis 
enim paralysis subsecuta est. Peccata igitur remittens, hominem 
quidem curavit, semetipsum autem manifesté ostendit quis esset. 
Si, enim, nemo potest remittere peccata nisi solus Deus ; re- 
mittebat autem hac Dominus, et curabat homines: manifestum 
est, quoniam ipse erat Verbum Dei, filius hominis factus a 
Patre potestatem accipiens, quomodo homo, et quomodo Deus. 
Et, quomodo homo, compassus est nobis: tanquam Deus, mise- 
reatur nostri, et remittat nobis debita quze factori nostro debe- 
mus Deo. Iren. adv. her. lib. v. c. 15. p. 338. 

2. Hie erat visus Babylonio regi in fornace cum martyribus 
suis quartus, tanquam filius hominis, idem ipsi Danieli revelatus 
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directo filius hominis, veniens cum cceli nubibus judex, sicut et 
Scriptura demonstrat. 

Sed plus mihi Scriptura confert, ipsius scilicet Domini inter- 
pretatione. Nam, cum Judzi, solummodo hominem ejus in- 
tuentes, necdum et Deum certi qua Dei quoque Filium, merito 
retractarent, non posse hominem delicta dimittere, sed Deum 
solum: cur non, secundum intentionem eorum de homine, eis 
respondit, habere eum potestatem dimittendi delicta, quando et 
filium hominis nominans hominem nominaret? Tertull. adv. 
Marcion. lib. iv. § 14. Oper. p. 234. 

3. 'O € ayabdc Tatcaywyoc, 4 Lodia, 6 Adyoe rov Iarpoc, 
© Onpuovpyhoac Tov dvOowroy, OXov KhdeTat TOU TAAGpaTOC Kal 
copa Kal Wuxiv akeirat abrov 6 mavaoKhe Tice a OowrdrnToe 
iarpdc 6 Lwrhp. "Avaora, gynol ro rapepévy, roy oxiproca ep’ 
ov KaTraketoat AaDwy, dmOe oiKade.—AXdAA Talc perv broOhKatc 
TaXa On péet, Kapiopact d€ TAOvaLOC, ’AdéwyTaé cot ai dpapriar, 
Tolc Gpaorwrotc Hiv Aéye. Clem. Alex. Peedag. lib. i. c. 2. 
Oper. p. 81. 


TEXT X. 


Dei 30 ——3o. 


5 co > pe Q ~ Vas os a 
Kat cimev 6 ayyeAog avry Mi poBov, Magiau’ sipsc 
yao yapw Tapa TH Gew. Kat, idod, ovArAny év yaorol, 
X , te Sola \ NE Ay 7 > ~ 9 ~ ~ 
kal réEn vidv’ Kal kaXéoele TO Gvopa avTov ‘Incovy. Odroc 
€ ~ 
tora péyac’ Kal Yioc Yibiorou KAnOhoerar’ cat décor auto 
Kipiog 6 O2d¢ Tov Opdvov Aapid rov TaTooc avToU' Kat 
? pits ‘ 3) 9 \ > \ ual od A SN ~ 
Bacirsbou emi Tov oikov “laxoP sic rode aiwvac’ Kal ric 
Pacirslag avrov ovK zara tédoc. Eime 62 Magid rode 
4 5 ¥ B ~ ” ~ > \ ” } > , 
tov ayyeAov’ Ilwe tora rovro, érei avdoa ov ywwoKw ; 
Vv 9 3 ode ~ 
Kai droxoele 6 ayyedog simev adry* [vedua “Ayo 
c rd 
éreAsboeral imi oe, Kal Obvamic “YwWiorov émioxiaoet cor’ 


O10 Kal TO yEevvamevonv ayiov KAnOhoeTar Yidg Oeov. 
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1. "Exouev iarpdy cat roy Kipwv pov Ody “Inoody roy 
Xptorov, Tov rpd0 aiwywy Yidy povoyeviy kat Adyor, vorepov o€ 
kat dvOowrov é&k Mapiacg rij¢ mapBévov. ‘O Adyoe yap oupé 
évyévero’ 6 dowparog év cwpart, 6 awabijc év rabnro copart, 6 
abavaroc év Ovnr@ cwpart, Cun év d009G, Brwe Oavdrov cat 
pbopac éXevbepwon Kal iarpevon Tae Puyac uey, Kal idonrac 
avrac vooneveioac év doé[Jeig Kal Tovnoatc érOupiate. Ignat. 
Kpist. ad Ephes. § vii. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. ii. p. 46. 

2. Iiorw o€ cal yapay KaPovoa Mapia i) rapbévoc, ebayyedt- 
Gopevov abr@ TaBomd dyyédov, bre Ivedpa Kuplov éx’ abripy 
émehevoerat, Kal Ovvapuc ‘YWiorov émoxtdoee adrhy* dud Kal 76 
yevvopevoy && abrijc &ytdy éoriy, Yidc Ozod. ’Amekpivaros Vé- 
vowro fot Kara TO pia cov. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. 
“p. 256. 

3. Lucas autem sectator et discipulus apostolorum,—de 
angelo referens, ait: In ipso autem tempore missus est angelus 
Gabriel a Deo, qui et dixit virgini; Noli timere, Maria: in- 
venistt enim gratiam apud Deum. Et de Domino dicit: Hic 
eritt magnus ; et Filius Altissimi vocabitur ; et dabit ei Dominus 
Deus thronum David patris sui; et regnabit in domo Jacob; et 
regni ejus non erit finis. 

Quis est autem alius, qui regnat in domo Jacob sine inter- 
missione in eternum, nisi Christus Jesus Dominus noster Filius 
Dei Altissimi: qui, per legem et prophetas, promisit salutare 
suum facturum se omni carni visibilem, ut fieret filius hominis, 
ad hoc ut et homo fieret Filius Dei? Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. ec. 
Il. p.18i.. Vide, etiam > [bids lib. ails)? 26..p, 21 scenes 
p- 203. 

4. Hic est Virtus Dei, hic Ratio, hic Sapientia ejus, et Gloria. 
Hic in virginem illabitur: carnem, Spiritu Sancto codperante, 
induitur. Deus cum homine miscetur. Hic Deus noster, hic 
Christus est, qui mediator duorum, hominem induit, quem per- 
ducat ad Patrem. Cyprian. de idol. vanit. Oper. vol. i. 
p- 15. 

5. Hee et ab angelo exceperat secundum nostrum evange- 
lium: Propterea, quod in te nascetur, vocabitur sanctum Filius 
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Dei; et vocabis nomen ejus Jesum. Tertull. adv. Marcion. lib. 
iv. § 7. Oper. p. 229. 

6. Proponunt enim atque illa preetendunt, que in evangelio 
Lucee relata sunt; ex quibus asserere conantur, non quod est, 
sed tantum illud quod volunt esse: Spiritus Sanctus veniet in 
te; et virtus Altissimi obumbrabit tibt: propterea, et quod ex 
te nascetur sanctum vocabitur Filius Dei.—Hic est enim legiti- 
mus Dei Filius qui ex ipso Deo est; qui dum sanctum istud 
assumit, et sibi filium hominis annéctit, et illum ad se rapit 
atque transducit, connexione sua et permixtione sociata pree- 
stat, et Filium illum Dei facit quod ille naturaliter non fuit. 
Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 614, 615. 

7. Merayapaéayrac dé TO evayyédtoy &AXove OvVK Oida, 7} TovE 
az Mapkiwvoc, kal rove dro OvaXdertivov, oipar Cé Kal rove 
dzo Aovedvov. Orig. cont, Cels. lib. i. p. 77. Vide etiam 
Orig. Comment. in Johan. Oper. vol. ii. p. 13, 33, 76, 84, 
105, 106, 109, 110, 124, 138, 139. 


TEX TF. XI: 
Tice x. 22. 


, ~ 
Ldvra rapeddOn por bro Tov Tarodg prov’ Kat ovdeie y- 
, 
vwoke Tic éotiv 6 Yidc, ei un 6 Tlarhp* cat rie éori 6 
N > Ae eX A ta EN , S > 
[larijo, ci un 6 Yide, cal @ tdv PovrAnra 6 Yide amoka- 


Awa. Comp. Matt. xi. 27. 


1. Kai ’Inoote dé 6 Xoaroc, bre ovK Eyvwoay “lovdatoe ri Wa- 
THO Kal Ti Yidc, épolwe Eéyywv abrove, Kal avroc eizev' Odcele 
eyvw tov Harépa, ei pry 6 Vide’ ob0€ roy Yidy, et pn) 6 Tarno, cat 
oc ay atokadiwyn 6 Yidc. ‘O Adyoe dé rot god éorwy 6 Yide 
avrov.— 

"Tovdaion ody, Hynodpevoe cet rov Tarépa rév dX\wy Aedadn- 
Kévat TO Muwgel, rov Nadyoavrog av’r@ Ovroc Yiod rov Oeov, b¢ 


VOL. f. 4 
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Kat dyyedoc kal dr0oroNoc KéKAnTat, OuKalwe éMeyxovrat kat dre 
Tov TpogyriKov Mvevpmaroe Kat Ov abrov rod XpusTov, we ovre TOY 
Harépa ore rov Yiov ?yvwcay. Oi yup rov Yiov ILarépa pac- 
KOVTEC Eivat, édéyyovrat pre Tov Ilarépa ETLOTALEVOL, pnd dre 
éorly Yioc ro Margi ray Ow yvwoKovtec’ Oc Kal, Adyoc row- 
TOTOKOG WY Tov OEod, Kal Orde vmrdpyxet. 

Kai xpdrepor, dua ric rot mupdc Hoodie, Kat eixdvoc dowparov, 
7@ Mwoei kal roic Erépore mpodhrac ébavyn’ viv &, év yodvore 
TiC UVperépac apyxiic, oud mapQévov avOowmoc Vevomevoc Kara THY 
tov Ilarpdc: Povdjy, iméo cwrnplac TOY TloTEVOYTWY a’TO, Kal 
éLovOevnOyjvat kat rabcty vrépecvev, iva drolavwy kal dyvacrae 
vixhon Tov Odvaroy. Justin. Apol. i. Oper. p. 74,75. Vide 
etiam Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 255. 

2. Dominus enim, ostendens seipsum discipulis, quoniam ipse 
est Verbum qui agnitionem Patris facit, et exprobrans Judzis 
putantibus se habere Deum cum et frustretur Verbum ejus per 
quem cognoscitur Deus, dicebat: Nemo cognoscit Filium, nisi 
Pater: neque Patrem quis cognoscit, nist Filius, et cui voluerit 
Filius revelare. 

Quoniam ab uno Deo, qui et hunec mundum fecit, et nos 
plasmavit, et omnia continet et administrat, unigenitus Filius 
venit ad nos, suum plasma in semetipsum recapitulans, firma est 
mea ad eum fides, et immobilis erga Patrem dilectio, utraque 
Deo nobis preebente : ; neque enim Patrem cognoscere quis 
potest, nisi Verbo Dei, id est, nisi Filio revelante; neque 
Filium, nisi Patris beneplacito—Non ergo alius erat qui cog- 
noscebatur, et alius qui dicebat, Nemo cognoscit Patrem; sed 
unus et idem : omnia subjiciente ei Patre, et ab omnibus acci- 
piens testimonium, quoniam veré homo et quoniam veré Deus, 
a Patre, a Spiritu, et ab angelis, ab ipsa conditione, ab homini- 
bus, et ab apostaticis spiritibus, et ab erroneis, et ab inimico, et 
novissimé ab ipsa morte. Omnia autem Filius administrans 
Patri perficit ab initio usque ad finem ; et, sine illo, nemo potest 
cognoscere Deum. Agnitio enim Patris Filius, agnitio autem 
Filii in Patre et per Filium revelata: et, propter hoc, Dominus 


dicebat ; Nemo cognoscit Filium nisi Pater, neque Patrem nisi 
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Lilius et quibuscunque Filius revelaverit. Revelaverit, enim, 
non solum in futurum dictum est; quasi tunc inciperet Verbum 
manifestare Patrem cum de Maria natus: sed communiter, per 
totum tempus, positum est. Ab initio, enim, assistens Filius suo 
plasmati, revelat omnibus Patrem, quibus vult,: et quando vult, 
et quemadmodum vult, Pater : et, propter hoc, in omnibus et 
per omnia, unus Deus Pater, et unum Verbum, et unus Filius, 
et unus Spiritus, et una fides et salus omnibus credentibus in 
eum. Iren. adv heer. lib. iv. c. 14. p. 240— 242. 

x : Ar Min 

3. Cognoscunt enim ewm hi, quibus revelaverit Filius : semper 
autem coexistens Filius Patri, olim et ab initio, semper revelat 
Patrem et angelis et archangelis et potestatibus et virtutibus et 
hominibus quibus vult revelare Deus. Iren. ady. heer. lib. ii. 
c. 50. p. 157. 

4, "Adda kal 6 Lorio fdr cai Kuptoc, Adyog tov Oeov, ro 
péyeloc rapiorac Tie yywoewe row ITarpoc, rt car’ déiay wpon- 
youpévoc aire povy apPaverac Kal yeyvwoxerat, devréowe O€ 

pat , NEC \ e35 ’ ~ ~ t \ ea 
Toic EANapTOMEVOLC TO HyEpoviKOY Um’ avrov Tov Adyou Kal OeoD, 
gnoivy Odbdztc Emtyivwoxet Tov Yidv, ei pu} 6 Ilarno* ovde roy Ia- 
TEpa, ei pn) 0 Yidc, Kal @ av o Yioc drokaduyy. Oure yap Tov 
ayEVNTOY Kat TANS ‘yEervnTIe Hicewo TowTOToKOY Kar’ déiay Eldévat 

\ 4 e e / > \ ig af \ , e @ 
tle Ovvarat, we 0 yevyvyoac avroy Ilarye* ovre roy Ilarépa, we 6 
Epbuxoc Adyos Kal Lopia avbrov cat ’AdnOeca’ ov peroXn Teovat~ 
~ > \ ~ \ \ , , ea Sf bd] ¥ 
povvroc aro rov Ilarpo¢ To Neyopuevorv akdroc, 0 Eero droKkoudHy 
avrov, Kat TO Neyouevov TepiPorAatoy avrov, THY UBvacov, Kai 
drokadunrovroc olrw roy Ilaréoa Ore wor’ dv ywon yeyvwoxery 


aitov yryvwoker. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. vi. p. 287. 


TEXT XIL. 


JOHAN 1-1 4a 


-E ’ oe e A , Ae A , cy A 4 ra) 4 

iv apxn nv 6 Adyoc, kat 6 Adyoe hv mode Tov Osodr, 
kat O<dc jv 6 Adyog. Odroe iv ev apxXh Too rov Oedv. 
Hdvra de avrov éyévero" Kal, Xwpic auton, zyévero ove? Ey, 


yy 2 
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~ iy Q ~~ ~ 
0 yéyovev. “Ev avr Swi) tv, cat 1) on) tv 7d pwc TO 
> / A X \ i > oe , / AG , 
avOowrwv' Kal 7) hoe év 7H okoTtia paivel, Kal 1) oKotla 
lal / > 4 
avTo ov katéAaBev. "Eyévero dvOowmog ameorauévoe apd 
~ ~ , ° > 
Oxov, dvoua avTtw Iwavyne. Ovdvroc FADev ic paoTupiay, 
~ ? a] 
iva pfaptuphoyn Teol TOU pwrode, tva wavtec TiotEbowot bu 
~ > ~ Led > ? 
avTov. OvK iy éxeivocg TO pwc, aAN iva paotuphon rept 
> ~ >) \ \ / , / 
tov pwrdc. “Hv 7d dwe 7d aAnBvorv 6 pwrtife Tavta av- 
> ~ ¥ 
Jowrov éoxydpuevoy sic Tov kéopov. “Ev ro kdom iv, Kat 
¢ , b] b) ~ >] , ; » enka - > 4 % v 
6 kdomog OL avrov éyévero’ Kal 6 Kéopmoe adTov ovK EyVW. 
> , e 
Kic ra idta HA0s, kat of tdcoe adrov od maoé\aBov* 8cor 
c 5) 
/ ~ ~~ 
62 EAaov avrov, 2owkev adtoic eZovolav réxkva Ocod ye 
- ~ - o) A By 4 > ~ id ’ b} 
vicQat, roic Triorebovow cic Td Ovona avTov. Ol ovK 2& 
lA 
aimatwy, ove’ ke OeAhparoc capKkoc, ove: ék MeAfparoe 
~ - 
avopoc, aAN zk Osod, éyevvnOnoav. Kat 6 Adyog cdot 
~ / 
eyévero, kal éoxiyvwcev 2v Hutv (kat 2eacdueOa rv SdEav 
) ~ , id ~ Q Q \F , 
avrov, ddEav we movoyevovec maoa Ilateoc), tAhpne xaot- 
Toc kat aAnOsiac. 


1. ‘H 0€ rowrn Ovvape, pera Tov Ilarépa rayrwy Kat deororny 
Ocdy, kat Yidc, 6 Adyoc éoriv b¢ ria rpdmov capKotoinbele ay- 
Sowrocg yéyovev. Just. Apol. i. Oper. p. 57. Vide etiam Dial. 
cum Tryph. Oper. p. 221—223. 

2. Super omnia quidem Pater ; et ipse est caput Christi : per 
omnia autem Verbum, et ipse est caput ecclesiz : in omnibus 
autem nobis Spiritus ; et ipse est aqua viva. 

Testimonium perhibet his et Joannes Domini discipulus in 
evangelio, dicens: Jn principio erat Verbum, et Verbum erat 
apud Deum, et Deus erat Verbum. Hoc erat in principio apud 
Deum. Omnia per ipsum facta sunt, et sine ipso JSactum est 
nihil. i 

Deinde de ipso Verbo dixit: Zn mundo erat, et mundus per 
ipsum factus est, et mundus eum non cognovit. 

Kit, iterum, significans ejus secundum hominem dispensa- 
tionem, dixit: Et Verbum caro factum est, et habitavit in nobis. 
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Et iterum intulit: At vidimus gloriam ejus gloriam quasi 
umgeniti a Patre, plenum gratia et veritate. 

Manifesté ostendens audire volentibus, quoniam unus Deus 
Pater super omnes ; et unum Verbum Dei per quod omnes, per 
quem omnia facta sunt : et quoniam hic mundus proprius ipsius, 
et per ipsum factus est voluntate Patris, et non per angelos.— 
Mundi enim factor vere Verbum Dei est: hic autem est Do- 
minus noster, qui in novissimis temporibus homo factus est. 
Tren. adv. her. lib. v. c. 16. p. 340. Vide etiam lib. i. c. 19. 
pi? se libe it, 662-709 75,98. lib. ay c..8. py i78. ¢..Livp. 187%. 
lib. iv. ¢. 17. p. 243. 

3. “Evel 0€ 6 Adyoe Huwy Eva Oeov Hyet TOY TOvCE TOU TAaYTOC 

\ SF aN aN 3 / ef a oN 5 7 9 ‘ \ 
TOLNTHYV, AUVTOV [LEY OV yEvOuEvoY (OTL TO OV Ov yiverat, dAAG TO 

\ ara U \ \ ~ b) € ~ / t e / 
py Ov), wavra o€ Ova Tov rap’ abrov Adyou reTounKdra’ Exdrepa 
dhoywe racyomer, Kal KaKwc dyopevdpmeba Kal dwwkdpeba. Athe- 
nag. Legat. § v. p. 21, 22. 

4. Noovpev yao kal Yiov rov Osov.—’ AN EoTw 6 Yide rov 
O«0v Adyoc rot Ilarpoc, év idéa Kal Evepyeia' mpdc avtrov yao, 

A ’ > ~ / > / Ca¥ > ~ \ \ ~ ct w 
kal OU avrov, mdvra Eyévero’ EVO GyTOC Tov Ilarpdc Kal rod Yiov" 
ovroc oe Tov Yiov év Harpi, kat Tarpdc év Yio, evdryre kal dv- 
vaper Tvevparoc. Nove cal Adyoe rov Iarpoc, 6 Yide rod Ocov. 
Athenag. Legat. § ix. p. 37, 38. 

5. Kat xpérov pev ouvpporvuc édicatay hyde, dre 2 ovK OvTwy 
Ta Tavra éxoincev. Ov yao Te TM O&@ cuviKpacerv’ ANN arog 
EQUTOU TOTOC WY, Kal vEVOENne WY, Kai UTEpEXWY TOO THY aiwvur, 
n0EAncev aVOOwToY Tojoa w yvwoOn* TobiTw ody TOONT OL pace 

\ / € \ \ \ ig 4 e e Nees } 
Tov Kdopov. ‘O yap yevyroce Kat mpoacene Eat’ O C& dyévnToc 
ovdevoc TpoadEtTat. "Exov ovv 6 Ode Tov EavTov Adyor évou- 
/ > ~ 97 7 ? / > \ ‘ ~ 
aOerov év rotc idioe omdayyvole, Eyévynoeyv adToy, peTa THE 
éavTrov Lodiac ékepevedpervoc wed roy SAwy. Totrov rov Adyoy 
éaxev Uroupyoy THY Um avrov yeyevnpévwv’ Kal, Ov adrov, Ta 
ravra werolnkev. Theoph. ad Autol. lib. u. § 10. p. 355. 

6. Ovy we of TonTal Kal pvboypador AEyovowy viove Dewy Ek 
cuvovolac yevvwpévovc, AAN we aAnOela Oinyeirat, Tov Adyor 

» 3/ 4 IE Nak > Nea ~ \ , , 
TOV OvTa OLvavavToe EvoraQEroy Ev Kaoolta Ocov. Iloo yap ze yi- 


~ xy ¢ ~ ~ \ / 7 
veoOat, rovTov EixE oup[sovdor, eavrou Novy kat Poovnow ovra. 
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‘Ordre O& nOEAnGEV 6 Cede Totjoa boa éBovdevoaro, TOUTOY TOY 
Adyoy éyévynoe mpopoptKoy, TpwrdroKoy Taone KTiaEewc’ Ov KEvwW= 
Getic airoc rot Adyou, adda Adyor yevvnoac, kal TO Ady abrov 
OvaTayvToc Omideyv. “Ober dwddoKovoty iyudc ai dyrat yoagat, 
kal wayrec of mvevparopdpo, é wy “Iwdvyne héye’ "Ev doy Hv 
6 Adyoe, Kat 6 Adyog hy mo0c TOV Ogdv* Oetkvec, Ore Ev TowTOLE 
povoc hv 6 Oedc, Kal év avr® 6 Adyoc. “Eretra déyer’ Kal Oedc 
qv 6 Aéyoct ravra Ov avrov éyévero, Kal ywple avrov éyévero 
ovde vy. Theoph, ad Autol. lib. ii. § 22. p. 365. 

7. Ovbdev doa poet THY UO Tov Osod" GAN ove Hrd TOD Ad-= 
you’ ev yap augw, 6 Bede. “Ore eizev' "Ev doyn 6 Adyoe iy 
év T® Oem, Kal Oedc Hv 6 Adyoc. Clem. Alex. Peedag. lib. i. 
e. 8. Oper p. 113. 

8. Ilappnoia dé, dre Oede kal Onpuovpydc? Wavra yap ov abrow 
evyévero, Kal xwole abrov éyévero ode Ev. Clem. Alex. Paedag. 
libet, Gall. Operp.wo3- 

9. ’Avevdenc yao, 6 rov mavToKparopa Ocov Adyor éywy? Kat 
ovdevoc, by xonter, droost wére. Clem. Alex. Peedag. lib. iit. 
ec. 7, Oper. p. 236, 237. 

10. Aspice, itaque, quanta preescribant tibi, etiam in evange- 
lio ante Philippi consultationem, et ante omnem argumentationem 
tuam : et in primis ipsa statim preefatio Joannis evangelizatoris 
demonstrat, quod retro fuerit qui caro fieri habebat: In principio 
erat Sermo, et Sermo erat apud Deum, et Deus erat Sermo. Hic 
wn principio apud Deum. Omnia per ipsum facta sunt, et sine 
ipso factum est nihil. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 14. Oper. p. 420. 
Vide etiam Ibid. p. 405. 

11. Denique evangelium, ut supplementum instrumenti vete- 

ris, adhibebo; in quo vel eo magis debuerat ostendi Deus ex 
aliqua materia universa fecisse, quo illic etiam per quem omnia 
fecerit revelatur. 
In principio erat Sermo: in quo principio scilicet Deus fecit 
coelum et terram. Et Sermo erat apud Deum, et Deus erat 
Sermo. Omnia per ipsum facta sunt, et sine illo factum est 
nihil, 


Cum igitur et hic manifestetur, et factor id est Deus, et facta 
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id est omnia, et per quem id est Sermo: nonne et unde omnia 
facta essent a Deo per Sermonem, exegisset ordo profiteri, si 
ex aliquo facta essent? Tertull. adv. Hermog. § 10. Oper. 
p. 344, 345. 

12, Ac sic et Joannes, nativitatem Christi describens, Ver- 
bum, inquit, caro factum est, et habitavit in nobis, et vidimus 
claritatem ejus claritatem tanquam unigenitt a Patre, plenus 
gratia et veritate. 

Nam et vocat nomen ejus Verbum Dei; nec immerito.—Per 
wsum enim omnia facta sunt opera, et sine ipso factum est 
nihil, Sive enim, inquit apostolus, thront, sive dominationes, 
swe virtutes, sive potestates, visibilia et invisibilia, omnia per 
wpsum constant. 

Verbum autem hoc illud est, quod in sua venit, et sut eum 
non receperunt. Mundus enim per ipsum factus est, et mundus 
eum non cognovit. 

Verbum autem hoc erat in principio apud Deum, et Deus erat 
Verbum. 

Quis igitur dubitet, cum in extrema parte dicit, Verbum caro 
factum est, et habitavit in nobis, Christum, cujus est nativitas 
et quia caro factus est, esse hominem; et, quia Verbum Dei, 
Deum incunctanter edicere esse: preesertim cum animadvertat 
scripturam evangelicam, utramque istam substantiam in unam 
nativitatis Christi foederasse concordiam? Novat. de Trin. in 
Oper. Tertull. p. 608. Vide etiam Ibid. p. 622, 623. 

13. Tov pev mpoocex@e Cnpuovpyov eivac rov Yiov rov Oeow 
Aoyoy, kat worepet abrovpyoyv Tov Kéopov' Tov dé Uarépa row 
Adyouv, TO TOOGTETAYEVaL TH Yio EavTov Adyw Tothoat Tov Kéo- 
pov, elvyat mowrwc Onpuovoydyv. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. vi. p. 317. 

14, Tic © GdXdocg cGoau Kal rpocayayeiy TH Ext Tact OED Od- 
vara THY TOU dyvOowrov wry, 7 6 Oeoe Adyoe 3 “Oortc Ev 
dpxn Tpd¢ TOY Ody Wy, Oud rove KoAANOEYTAC TH GapKi Kal yevo- 


pévouc Oren aapk, éyévero cape, Iva ywpnOn Vrd THY pu) dvva- 


pévwy avrov Br€retvy Kad Adyog iy, Kat mooc Oeov Hv, Kat Ozoc 


jv. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. vi. p. 322. Vide etiam Ibid. lib. ii. 
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p- 80. lib. iv. p. 164. et Comment. in Johan, Oper. vol. ii. p. 
18, 19. 

15. Hujus igitur indulgentiz, gratiz disciplinzeque arbiter 
et magister, Sermo et Filius Dei mittitur, qui, per prophetas 
omnes retro, illuminator et doctor humani generis preedicabatur. 
Hic est Virtus Dei, hic Ratio, hic Sapientia ejus, et Gloria. 
Hic in virginem illabitur; carnem, Spiritu Sancto cOoperante, 
induitur. Deus cum homine miscetur. Hic Deus noster, hic 
Christus est; qui, mediator duorum, hominem induit quem 
perducet ad Patrem. Cyprian. de idol. vanit. Oper. vol. i. 
p. 1d. 

16. “AAN' eboeHGc Opodroyet miorTetwy Gri, Oud THY poy owrn- 
play Kal ro Ojoat wpoc droeliay TO Tay, 6 TY ddwY OnpLOVpYdc 
&K The Tavaylac devrapVévov Mapiac, kara obthAnWey aypavroy, 
duXxa TpOTHe, Evovoiwwoac éEavT@O duynyv voepay pera aisOyriKov 
cwparoc, yéyorey dvOowroc pice Kkakiac &dAdrpLog, O Adyoc Oede" 
0 abroc Oedrnrt per Ta Oia Ova THE abrot mavayiac capKdc, ovK 
Ovra duce Tig capKoc évepyoy* avOowrdrnre dé Ta dvOowmva, 
ovK dvra gucet Oedrnroc, Avoxn tTaoywy Oedrnroc. Hippol. cont. 
Beron. et Helic. c. 8. Oper. vol.i. p. 230. 

17. Kara rot Kuplov é¢ éore ILario Xprorov, kai Kara row 
Xprorov abrov' dc gore Xovordc, Ocov Adyapuc, } Tov Ilarede Yo- 
dla, dy Adyoc didwe* atdiuc yap Oy yéyove madloy, yevynbete 
npuiv Yidc. Dion. Alex. Epist. adv. Paul. Samos. Oper. p. 207. 

18. Mea dé pdvn rapBévoc Ovydrno Cwite éyévynoe tov Cavra 
Aoyoy kai évurdoraroy, Tov akrioroy Kal Onpovpydy" Tov EXOdvTa 
Ev TO KOopY, Kal dyvwaroy OEdy, Kal trepovparioy OEdy, ovpavod 
TOTHY, TOY Onpuovpyoy Tov Kdopov. Dion. Alex. Epist. adv. 
Paul. Samos. Oper. p. 211. 

19. ‘O &k rov Oeov yevynbele 700 aiwvwr, 6 avroe éx’ éoyarwy 
éx pntpdc. Ara rovro Oeokrdyvoe “lovdaior émet roy Kipuoy rife 
ddéne éoravpwoay. Ei ph yao ty 6 Xp.aroe avroc 6 wy OEdc 
Aoyoe, ov nOvvaro eivar dyapépryroc’ ovdeic yao dvapdpryroe, 
ei pup etc 6 Xotaroc, we Kat 6 Harijp rod Xpworov, Kat ro “Ayiov 


(Tveva. Dion. Alex. Epist. adv. Paul. Samos. Oper. p. 214. 
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20. Yiov d& NEyel, Ov mMpocKuVEt TOY dvw aylwy TrEUpAaTwY 
mrnOve, Tov Eva Kal duéptoroy Xowordy, Tov ovvatdvy tov IMar- 
00c, ouvavapxoy, ovvdnuovpyov r@® Tlarpi* Ode yup IopanA 
‘Inoote 6 mp0 aiwywy Adyoc, we kal ro “Aytoy Tvetpa. Dion. 
Alex. Queest. adv. Paul. Samos. Oper. p. 244. 

21. ‘Qe dd bvroe Kal évepyovrroc, wc Adyou fa Kal Oeod" 
O€ ov Oo Llario ravra meroinkey, avy we Ov dpyavov, ove we 0’ 
érloThpne dvuToorarou’ yevviocavroc pév tov Iarpdc tov Yio 
wc Cwoay Evépyetav Kat évyuTdoraroy, éveopyourra Ta TayTa Ev 
mhow"' ovxi BArErovToc O& pdvov ovdE TandyTOg povoYy Tov Yiov, 
adda Kal éEvepyotvrocg med¢ THY THY OXwy Onpovpyiay. Epist. 
Concil. Antioch. apud Routh. Rel. Sacr. vol. ii. p. 466. 

22. “Oreo reNeowovpyijoar xarareupbetc 6 Adyog éic TOY Kéo- 
[lov, TY HpeTepay popdny modrepoy dvéda_e TodAolc Apaprhmwace 
Kareotiypévny, iva on THY Oelay ipeic, Ov ove adbtoc Epdpece, TA- 
Ay ywpjoa dvynPGpev—Tairn yao yoerioaro ry dvOowmuiy 
évovoacbar odpKa, Oedc Oy, Orwe domep év wivake Oetoy éxrdTHpa 
Liou Prérovrec, Exwpev Kai Hpete TOV yoaWarra pupetcOar. Me- 
thod. Sympos. Oper. p. 69, 70. 

23. Sed illum Filium suum primogenitum, illum opificem 
rerum et conciliatorem suum, delabi jussit e ccelo, ut religionem 
sanctam Dei transferret ad gentes. Lactant. Instit. lib. iv. c. 11. 
p- 380. 

24. Idcirco etiam Filium bis nasci oportuit, ut ipse fieret 
dardrwp atque dujrwe. In prima enim nativitate spiritali dpujrwo 
fuit; quia, sine officio matris, a solo Deo Patre generatus est. 
In secunda vero carnali dzdarwe fuit; quoniam, sine patris 
officio, virginali utero procreatus est : ut, mediam inter Deum et 
hominem substantiam gerens, nostram hanc fragilem imbecil- 
lemque naturam quasi manu ad immortalitatem posset educere. 
Factus est et Dei Filius per spiritum, et hominis per carnem: 
id est, et Deus et homo. Lactant. Instit. lib. iv. c. 13. p. 
387, 388. 
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TEXT XIII. 


Jouan. 1. 18. 
, - K 
Ordv ovdelc EWpake THTOTE’ 6 Lovoyervig Yidg, 6 Ov Ei¢ 


4 & - 4 >] ~ 2 4 
TOV KOATOV TOU Ilarpoc¢, exeivoc eEnyhoaro. 


a 


1. Ide ay ody obroc (scil. 6 ILario) ij Nadjoee mode Tiva, 7 
OpOein rivi, ) ev EXaxloTw péper yijc havein, Owdre ye ovdE THY 
ddgay Tov rap’ abrov reudbévrog taxvey 6 Nadc ideiy év Levg s— 
Oire ody ’ABoaap, ovre Ioaak, ovre laxw3, ovre addoc avOpw- 
mw, cide Tov Larépa kal appnrov Kup, roy mdvtwyv amdec Kal 
avrov Tov Xoorov" adN Exetvoy, Tov, Kard Povd)y THY ékelvov, 

\ \ sf eN bd ~ <9 ? cK ~ os, 7 
kat Ocoy ovra Yioy avrov, kat” AyyeXov Ek TOU UTNOETELY TH YYw- 

bd are eA \ of ~ A ~ tA 
fin avrov' by Kal avOowroy yevynOjvar cud rite wapfévov Be- 
BovAnrav’ Oc Kai wip wore yéyove TH TOOC Mwoéa Gpudig TH dro 
n C p YEYOvE TH TOO PlAce TH 
Tie Barov. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 280. 

2. Deus, qui fecit terram,—hic et benedictionem escz et 
gratiam potus, in novissimis temporibus, per Filium donat hu- 
mano generi, incomprehensibilis per comprehensibilem, et in-: 
visibilis per visibilem, cum extra eum non sit, sed in sinu Pa- 
tris existat. 

Deum enim, inquit, nemo vidit unquam ; nisi unigenitus Filius: 
Dew, qui est in sinu Patris, ipse enarravit. 

Patrem enim, invisibilem existentem, ille, qui in sinu est ejus 
Filius, omnibus enarrat. Propter hoc cognoscunt eum hi, qui- 
bus revelaverit Filius; et iterum Pater, per Filium, Filii sui 
dat agnitionem his qui diligunt eum. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. 
Com desp..1 86. 

3. Sed, quoniam qui omnia in omnibus operatur Deus est, 
qualis est et quantus est, invisibilis et inenarrabilis est omnibus 
quee ab eo facta sunt, incognitus autem nequaquam : omnia enim 
per Verbum ejus discunt, qui est unus Deus Pater qui continet 


omnia et omnibus esse preestat, quemadmodum in evangelio 
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scriptum est: Deum nemo vidit unquam ; nisi wnigenitus Filius, 
qui est in sinu Patris, ipse enarravit. 

Enarrat ergo Filius ab initio Patris, quippe qui ab initio 
est cum Patre, qui et visiones propheticas et divisiones charis- 
matum et ministeria sua et Patris glorificationem consequenter 
et composité ostenderit humano generi apto tempore ad utili- 
tatem. 

Visibilem autem rursus hominibus per multas dispositiones 
ostendens Deum, ne, in totum deficiens, homo cessaret esse. 
Gloria enim Dei vivens homo, vita autem hominis visio Dei. 

Secundum hance igitur rationem invisibilem videbant Deum. 
Quemadmodum et Esaias ait: Regem Dominum sabaoth vidi 
oculis mets: significans, quoniam videbit oculis Deum homo, 
et vocem ejus audiet. Secundum hance igitur rationem, et Fi- 
jium Dei hominem videbant conversatum cum hominibus; id, 
quod futurum erat, prophetantes; eum, qui nondum aderat, 
adesse dicentes ; et impassibilem passibilem annunciantes ; et 
eum, qui tunc in ccelis, in limum mortis descendisse dicentes. 

Et Verbum quidem loquebatur Moysi, apparens in conspectu 
quemadmodum si quis loquatur ad amicum suum. Moyses 
vero cupivit manifesté videre eum, qui secum loquebatur: et 
dictum est ei; Sta in loco alto petra, et manum meam contegam 
super te. Quando vero transierit claritas mea, tune videbis que 
sunt posteriora mea. Facies autem mea non videbitur tibi: non 
enim videt homo faciem meam, et vivet. 

Utraque significans, quoniam et impossibile est homini videre 
Deum, et quoniam per Sapientiam Dei in novissimis temporibus 
videbit Deum homo in eo qui est secundum hominem ejus ad- 
ventus. Et, propter hoc, facie ad faciem confabulatus est cum 
eo in altitudine montis, assistente etiam Helia, quemadmodum 
evangelium retulit, restituens in fine pristinam repromissionem. 
Tren. adv. heer. lib. iv. c. 37. p. 268, 269. Vide etiam que de- 
inceps sequuntur. 

4. Visum quidem Deum secundum hominum capacitates, non 
secundum plenitudinem divinitatis. 


Nam patriarchee Deum vidisse referuntur, ut Abraham et 
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Isaac; et prophetee, ut Esaias, ut Ezechiel: et tamen mortui 
non sunt. 

Igitur aut mori debuerant, si eum viderant ; Deum enim 
nemo videbit, et vivet: aut, si Deum viderunt, et mortui non 
sunt; scriptura mentitur Deum dixisse; Faciem meam homo st 
viderit, non vivet : aut scriptura mentitur, cum invisum aut cum 
visum Deum profert. 

Jam ergo alius erit qui videbatur; quia non potest idem in- 
visibilis definiri qui videbatur : et consequens erit, invisibilem 
Patrem intelligamus pro plenitudine majestatis, visibilem vero 
Filium agnoscamus pro modulo derivationis: sicut nec solem 
nobis contemplari licet, quantum ad ipsam substantize summam 
qu est in ccelis; radium autem ejus toleramus oculis pro 
temperatura portionis, quee in terram inde porrigitur. 

Ecce enim, et in evangeliis et in apostolis, visibilem et in- 
visibilem Deum deprehendo, sub manifesta et personali dis- 
tinctione conditionis utriusque. 

Exclamat quodammodo Joannes : Deum nemo vidit unquam ; 
utique nec retro. Ademit enim temporis quastionem, dicendo 
Dominum nunquam visum. 

Iidem ipsi apostoli, et vidisse se Christum, et contrectasse, 
testantur.—L¢t vidimus gloriam ejus tanquam ungeniti a Patre, 
utique Filii: scilicet visibilis, glorificati a Patre invisibili. 

Et ideo, quoniam Sermonem Dei Deum dixerat, ne adjuvaret 
adversariorum preesumptionem quasi Patrem ipsum vidisset, 
distinguendum inter invisibilem Patrem, et Filium visibilem, 
superdicit ex abundanti: Deum nemo vidit unquam. 

Quem Deum? Sermonem? At quin vidimus, et audivimus, 
et contrectavimus, de Sermone vite preedictum est. 

Sed quem Deum? Scilicet Patrem, apud quem Deus erat 
Sermo, unigenitus Filius, qui est in sinu Patris, ipse disseruit. 
Tertull. adv. Prax. § 10. Oper. p. 414, 415, 416. 

5. Kal ’Iwavyyne 6 adrdarodoc’ Oeov ovdeic EWpake TwTOTE’ 0 
povoyevijc Yidc, 6 Oy cic Tov KéATOY TOU Tlarpoc, EKEivoc Eenyn- 
caro. Tod 0 déparoy Kat appynroy Kohrov dvopacac Oeod, Babu 


> \ Yr ’ Se 5 
“broy KEKANKaoW EvTEevOEY TIVES, WC AY TEPLELANPOTA, Kal EYKOATL~ 
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odpevoy Ta mavTa, dvéduKroyv TE Kat drépavrov. Clem. Alex. 
Strom. lib. v. p. 587. 

Memoria forsitan fretus, Clemens hic flovoyervijc OEdc, pro 
povoyernc Yioc, seribit. Ut ut sit, quee sit mens sua de Christi 
natura, miré hee prodit lectio. 


ADDOD- CARTS. GANS 
JoHAN. 1. 30. 


Ovr6¢ éort wept Ov EyH cizov' "Orlow pou toxeral arnjo, 
\ , ~ cy 
O¢ tuTooc0év pov yéyovev’ bre mpwrdc pov Hv. Comp. 
comm, 27, 


—_—_———_——____.. 


OvK eipt Eyw 6 Xprordc’ imnpérne eipl, Kal ovK avOévrne’ idl- 
w7Tnc Eipl, ov Bacsic'—dvOpwroe eit, ov Oedce.—Eyw evre- 
Aye Kat EhaxtaToc’ Epyerat O& Oricw pov de EumpoabEv pov Eoriy’ 
> 4 \ » / af \ \ \ b) / \ bf a 
oriaw, did rov xpdvov’ Eumooc0ey O&, did Tov drpdotroy Kal dvéK- 
ppaarov rij¢ Oedrnroc ~He. Hippolyt. Homil. in Theophan. c. iii. 
Oper. vol. i. p. 262. 


TeBix. Tex Vis 
JOHAN. ill. 13. 


> 3 
Kat ovdste avafséBnxev cic Tov ovpavov, ct mi) 6 ek 
we > ~ \ ¢ eX ees? i] , CORN > cad 
Tov ovpavov KaraBdc, 6 Yide tov avOpdrov 6 oy tv re 


’ ~ 
OVOaVW. 


Quoniam usque ad summum, nec quisquam in ccelum ascendit, 
mist qui de cceelo descendit, Filius hominis qui est in ceelis, re- 
petens hoc ipsum dicit: Pater, clarifica me eo honore, quo fui 
apud te antequam mundus esset. 

10 
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Ac si de ccelo descendit Verbum hoc tanquam sponsus ad 
carnem, ut per,carnis adsumptionem Filius hominis illuc posset 
ascendere unde Dei Filius Verbum descenderat: merito, dum, 
per connexionem mutuam, et caro Verbum Dei gerit, et Filius 
Dei fragilitatem carnis adsumit; cum sponsa carne conscen- 
dens illuc unde sine carne descenderat, recipit jam claritatem 
illam, quam dum ante mundi institutionem habuisse ostenditur, 
Deus manifestissimé comprobatur. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. 
Tertull. p. 608, 609.. 


EXE OV 
JOHAN. v. 46. 


~ A 3 ie 
Ei ydo émorebere Mwon, émiorebere av euol’ rept yap 


3) Sed | ~ 7 
EMoU Exelvoc EyoawWev. 


Bene igitur et Joannes meminit dicentem Deum Judeis : 
Scrutamini Scripturas, in quibus putatis vos vitam eternam 
habere ; lle sunt, que testimonim perhibent de me; et non 
vultis venire ad me, ut vitam habeatis. Johan. v. 39. 

Quomodo igitur testabantur de eo Scripture, nisi ab uno et 
eodem essent Patre, preestruentes homines de adventu Filii ejus, 
et preenunciantes salutem que est ab eo? Sz enim crederetis 
Moysi, crederetis et mihi: de me enim ille scripsit. 

Scilicet quod inseminatus est ubique in Scripturis ejus Filius 
Dei, aliquando quidem cum Abraham loquens, aliquando cum 
-eodem comesurus, aliquando autem Sodomitis mducens judi- 
cium: et rursus, cum videtur et in viam dirigit Jacob, et de 
rubo loquitur cum Moyse, Et non est numerum dicere in 
quibus a Moyse ostenditur Filius Dei: cujus et diem passionis 
non ignoravit; sed figuratim preenunciavit eum, Pascha no- 


minans. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iv. c. 23. p. 248. 
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PS TESVIl 
JoHAN. vi. 62. 


~ ~ ’ 
‘Kay ody Oewpiire tov vidv tov avOpérov avaBatvovra 


t x \ id . 
OTOU nV TO TOOTEOOV 5 


1. Quod side ccelo missus a Patre est, non utique homo 
tantum est: homo enim, ut diximus, de ccelo venire non 
potuit. 

Non igitur ibi ante homo fuit: sed illuc ascendit, ubi non 
fuit. 

Descendit autem Dei Verbum, quod ibi fuit: Verbum, in- 
quam, Dei; et Deus, per quem facta sunt omnia, et sine quo 
factum est nihil. 

Non igitur homo inde sic de coelis venit; sed Dei Sermo, id 
est Deus, inde descendit. 

Homo est enim cum Deo junctus, et Deus cum homine 
copulatus. Novat. de Trin, in Oper. Tertull. p 619. 

2. Kat rept rov ciety rov adnOivoy *Inooty rov Oedy "Topany, 
dre Otrw dvaBéBnka mpoc Tov Ilarépa prov, vbdérw joay Oewp- 
cavrec avrov dvepydpevoy Orou iv TO TpdTEpor. 

Abrov gore wri) Tov dvOowmabévroce Oeod Adyov, 70, ’Eay 
ov ‘onre Tov vidv rod dvOparov dvafatvovra brov hy Té m™po~ 
TEepov ; Kai 70, Oddete dvaBéGnxey eic¢ Tov ovpavor, ek py 6 
ék 70U ovpavod Karafdc, 6 vide tov dvOpmrov 6 dy év TO 
ovpave. 

Avroc éyévero plot gic Oedy Kal Kupwy "Inoody 6 eic Oy Adyoc’ 

PR 4 


~ A > 
pia avrov Urooracte, Kal ty Tpdcwrov' ad’réc éorey @ UTETAYN Ta 


, \ ~ psa r) “\ > / ~ \ € \ € ~ 
Twavra mapa tov Ilarooc’ ovK wy éddtrwy Tov Ilarpoc, vrep tyuay 


mpoonuéaro, Aéywy" laren yte, dyiacoy abrovde, THPHTOV av- 
zovc. Dionys. Alex. adv. Paul. Samos. Quest. x. Oper. 
p. 274. 
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DIVX TEXVIITL 
JOHAN. Vill. 23. 


ee eI aS ae ones ~ 9 ~ Li 5) S PES = 
Kai eimev avroig’ Yyeic && Twv KaTW ETE, EYW EK TWY 

> ‘ 77 76 € ~ 3 ~ , V4 D) x ’ A > 5% 7S 
GVW ELL’ V{LELC EK TOV KOGMLOU TOUTOU EOTE, EYW OUK ELfll EK 


TOU KOoLOVU TOUTOU. 


Si homo tantummodo Christus, quomodo dicit: Vos ex in- 
ferioribus estis, ego de sursum sum ; vos de hoc mundo estis, ego 
non sum de hoc mundo ? 

Ideo, autem, si omnis homo ex hoc mundo est; et, ideo, in 
hoc mundo est Christus : an homo tantummodo est? Absit. 

Sed considera quod ait: Ego non sum de hoc mundo. 

Nunquid ergo mentitur cum ex hoc mundo sit, si homo tan- 
tummodo sit? Aut, si non mentitur, non est ex hoc mundo. 

Non ergo homo tantummodo est, quia ex hoc mundo non est. 

Sed, ne lateret quis esset, expressit unde esset. Ego, inquit, 
de sursum sum ; hoc est de ccelo : unde homo venire non potest, 
non enim in ccelo factus est. 

Deus est, ergo, qui de sursum est ; et, idcirco, de hoc mundo 
non est: quanquam etiam quodammodo ex hoc mundo est; 
unde non Deus tantum est Christus, sed et homo. 

Ut merito quomodo non est ex hoc mundo, secundum Verbi 
divinitatem ; ita ex hoc mundo sit, secundum suscepti corporis 
fragilitatem: homo est enim cum Deo junctus, et Deus cum 
homie copulatus. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 619. 


4 hel bd Ree. GB. 
JOHAN. vill. 56—58. xvii. 5. 


3 S. e ~ ) 
ABoaau 6 rarip tpov yyadXdoaro, iva toy THY Huéoav 
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THY gunv® Kal Eide, Kal Zyapn. Elmo ovv of loveaior TO0C 
> Pal. , >) x; 7 Ry \ Le 
av7ov" Llevrikovra ttn ovr Exec, Kal APoadu édpakac ; 
3 > ~ ¢ ? er ? \ > \ rNé C¢ ‘ 
Kizvev avtoic 6 ‘Incove Apynv apiv Aéyw viv, Tolv 
\ 
APoadu yevécOat, tye sim. 
. ~ , \ = Se Ke 
Kai viv dd€ac0v pe, ob Tarep, rapa cEeauTH, TH O6&y 7) 


s \ ~ \ 4 Ss \ 
ELXOV, TOO TOU TOY KOGMOY sEival, Taoa Ol. 


1. Ipse igitur Christus cum Patre vivorum est Deus, qui et 
locutus est Moysi, qui et patribus manifestatus est. 

At, hoc ipsum docens, dicebat Judeis: Abraham, pater vester, 
exultavit, ut videret diem meum ; et vidit, et Lavisus est. 

Quid enim credidit Abraham Deo, et deputatum est ei ad 
justiciam ? 

Primum quidem, quoniam ipse est factor cceliet terre solus 
Deus: deinde autem, quoniam faciet semen ejtis quasi stellas 
coeli. 

Justé igitur derelinquens terrenam cognationem omnem, se- 
quebatur Verbum Dei, cum Verbo peregrinans, ut cum Verbo 
moraretur. Tren. adv. her. lib. iv. c. 11, 12. poeeo. 

2. Ineo autem, quod amicos Dei dicit suos discipulos, mani- 
festé ostendit se esse Verbum Dei: quem et Abraham, volun- 
tarié et sine vinculis, propter generositatem fidei sequens, amicus 
factus est Dei. 

Sed neque Abrahz amicitiam, propter indigentiam, assumpsit 
Dei Verbum, existens ab initio perfectus: Antequam, enim, 
Abraham esset, ego sum; inquit : sed ut Abrahz donaret ipse 
geternam vitam existens bonus, quoniam amicitia Dei immor- 
talitatis est condonatrix his qui aggrediuntur eam. 

Igitur initio, non quasi indigens, Deus hominem plasmavit 
Adam ; sed ut haberet, in quem collocaret sua beneficia. Non 
solum ante Adam, sed et ante omnem conditionem, glorificabat 
Verbum Patrem suum manens in eo: et ipse a Patre glorifica- 
batur. Quemadmodum ipse ait: Pater, clarifica me claritate, 
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quam habui apud te priusquam mundus fieret. Tren. adv. heer. 
lib. iv. c. 27, 28. p. 253, 254. 

3. Qui legunt ergo hominis filium hominem Christum Jesum, 
legant hunc eundem et Deum et Dei Filium nuncupatum. 

Nam, quomodo est, qua homo, ex Abraham: sic est etiam, 
qua Deus, ante ipsum Abraham. 

Et quomodo, qua homo, filius David: ita Dominus David, 
qua Deus, nuncupatus est. 

Et quomodo, qua homo, sub Lege factus est: ita, qua Deus, 
sabbati Dominus expressus est. 

Et quomodo post mundum, qua homo, nascitur: sic ante 
mundum, qua Deus, fuisse perhibetur. 

Et quomodo ex semine David, qua homo, genitus est: sic 
ita per ipsum, qua Deum, mundus dicitur institutus. 

Et quomodo, qua homo, post multos: ita, qua Deus, ante 
omnes. 

Et quomodo ceeteris, qua homo, inferior: sic omnibus, qua 
Deus, major. 

Et quomodo in ccelum, qua homo, ascendit: sic mde, qua 
Deus, ante descendit. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. 
p- 607. 

4. Si homo tantummodo Christus, quomodo inquit: Ante 
Abraham ego sum? 

Nemo enim hominum ante eum potest esse, ex quo ipse est : 
nec potest fieri, ut quicquam prius fuerit ante illum, ex quo 
ipsam originem sumpsit. Sed enim Christus cum ex Abraham 
sit, ante Abraham esse se dicit. Aut mentitur igitur, et fallit ; 
si ante Abraham non fuit, qui ex Abraham fuit : aut non fallit ; 
sietiam Deus est, dum ante Abraham fuit. Quod nisi fuisset, 
consequenter cum ex Abraham fuisset, ante Abraham esse 
non posset. Novat.de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 620. Vide 
etiam Orig. cont. Cels. lib. vill. p. 386. cit. infra sub Johan, 
x. 30. 
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Ay EEX TpaeRiXs 
JOHAN. x. 30. 
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Eyo «ai 6 [larijo &v éopev. 


1. Apud nos autem solus Filius Patrem novit: et sinum 
Patris ipse exposuit : et omnia apud Patrem audivit et vidit ; et, 
quze mandatus est a Patre, ea et loquitur. Nec suam, sed 
Patris, perfecit voluntatem: quam de proximo, imo de initio, 
noverat. Quis enim scit que sint in Deo, nisi Spiritus qui in 
ipso est ? 

Sermo ergo et in Patre semper, sicut dicit ; Egom Patre ; 
et apud Deum semper, sicut scriptum est; Ht Sermo erat 
apud Dewm: et nunquam separatus a Patre, aut alius a Patre; 
quia Ego et Pater unum sumus. 

Hee erit probola veritatis, custos unitatis, qua prolatum di- 
cimus Filium a Patre, sed non separatum. Tertull. adv. Prax. 
§ 6. Oper. p. 409. 

2. Ego et Pater unum sumus. 

Hic ergo jam gradum volunt figere stulti, imo ceci, qui non 
videant: primo, Ego et Pater, duorum esse significationem ; 
dehine in novissimo sumus, non ex unius esse persona, quod 
pluraliter dictum est; tum quod Unum sumus, non Unus 
sumuUs. 

Si enim dixisset, quod Unus swmus, potuisset adjuvare sen-~ 
tentiam illorum. Unus enim singularis numeri significatio 
videtur. 

Adhuc, cum duo, masculini generis, Unum dicit neutrali 
verbo, quod non pertinet ad singularitatem, sed ad unitatem, 
ad similitudinem, ad conjunctionem, ad dilectionem Patris qui 
Filium diligit, et ad obsequium Filii qui voluntati Patris ob- 
sequitur. 

Unum sumus, dicens, Ego et Pater ; ostendit, duos esse, quos 
eequat et jungit. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 15. Oper. p. 422, 423. 

Z 2 


340 THE APOSTOLICITY LAPP. I. 


3. Post Philippum et totam substantiam queestionis istius, 
que in finem evangelii perseverant in eodem genere sermonis, 
quo Pater et Filius in sua proprietate distinguitur, Paracletum 
quoque a Patre se postulaturum, quum ascendisset ad Patrem, 
et missurum repromittit et quidem alium, sed jam prezemisimus 
quomodo alium: ceterum de meo sumet, inquit, sicut ipse de 
Patris. 

Ita connexus Patris in Filio, et Filii in Paracleto, tres efficit 
coheerentes, alterum ex altero: qui tres unum sunt, non unus ; 
quomodo dictum est, £ go et Pater unum sumus : ad substantiee 
unitatem, non ad numeri singularitatem. ‘Tertull. adv. Prax. 
§ 15. Oper. p. 425. 

4. Si homo tantummodo Christus, quid est quod ait: Ego 
et Pater unum sumus ? 

Quomodo enim £go et Pater unum sumus, si non et Deus est 
et Filius, qui idcirco Unum potest dici, dum ex ipso est, et dum 
Filius ejus est, et dum ex ipso nascitur, dum ex ipso proces- 
sisse reperitur, per quod et Deus est. Quod cum invidiosum 
Judzi putassent, et blasphemum credidissent, eo quod se osten- 
derat his sermonibus Christum esse Deum, ac propterea ad 
lapides concurrissent, et saxorum ictus injicere gestissent ; ex- 
emplo et testimonio Scripturarum adversarios suos fortiter re- 
futavit. | 

Sz allos, inquit, dixit deos ad quos verba facta sunt, et non 
potest solvi Scriptura : quem Pater sanctificavit, et misit in hune 
mundum, vos dicitis quia blasphemas, quia dixi, Filius Dei sum 
ego? 

Quibus vocibus neque se negavit Deum, quinimo Deum se 
esse firmavit. Nam, quia sine dubitatione dei esse dicuntur ad 
quos verba facta sunt, multo magis hic Deus qui melior illis 
omnibus invenitur. Et nihilominus calumniosam blasphemiam 
dispositione legitima congruenter refutavit: Deum se sic in- 
telligi vult, ut Fillum Dei, et non ipsum Patrem vellet intelligi. 
Missum enim se esse dixit, et multa opera se ex Patre osten- 
disse monstravit; ex quo, non Patrem se, sed Filium, esse in- 


telligi voluit: et, in ultima parte defensionis, Filii non Patris 


ii 
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fecit mentionem, dicendo; Vos dicitis quia blasphemas, quia 
dixi Filius Dei sum. 

Ita, quod ad crimen blasphemize pertinet, Filium se, non Pa- 
trem, dicit: quod autem ad divinitatem spectet ipsius, Lgo et 
Pater unum sumus dicendo, Filium se esse et Deum probavit. 

Deus est ergo : Deus autem sic, ut Filius sit, non Pater. No- 
vat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 620, 621. Vide etiam Clem. 
Alex. Pedag. lib. i. c. 8. Davos 

5. Dicit Dominus: Ego et Pater unum sumus. Et iterum, 
de Patre et Filio et Spiritu Sancto, scriptum est: Ht hi tres 
unum sunt. Et quisquam credit, hanc unitatem, de divina veri- 
tate venientem, sacramentis ccelestibus coherentem, scindi in 
Keclesia posse, et voluntatum collidentium divortio separari ? 
Hanc unitatem qui non tenet, Dei legem non tenet, non tenet 
Patris et Filii fidem, et veritatem non tenet ad salutem. Cyprian. 
de unit. Eccles. Oper. vol. i. p. 109. 
~ 6. Asxréoy 0€ Kat mod¢ TovTo, Ort, elmep EvevorKet 0 Kédooe 70, 
‘Eyw kat 6 Tario éy éopev wat 70 év EVXN ElpNMévoy UTO TOU 
Yiov rod Oeod év rH, ‘Qe Eyw val ad Ey Epler’ OVK AY BETO Huac 
Kat dddov Oeoarevery maod Tov ért maor Ocdy. ‘O yao ILario, 

\ ’ > ee 2 ae ee) ~ ! 
Pno, ev Euot, Kayw ev rH Tarot. 
’ \ \ bd oi i \ \ > ed \ 

Ei 0€ ric ék rovrwy TEoloTACOHGETAL, py 7) avTopohovpev Todc 

\ 9 ~ xX z e V4 , AY a eee > 
Tove dvawpovyrac Ovo Eivat YrooThcEtc IIaréoa kat Yiow éxcorn- 

, ~ F \ / ~ t ¢€ 7, WK \ 
CGATW TO, Hy O& TAVTWV TWVY TWLOTEVOAVTWY y KaoOLa Kat ¥ Puy) 
pia, iva Vewphaon 70,’Eye Kat 6 Wario éy éoper. 

“Eva ovy Ody, we droded@Kkaperv, TOV Ilarépa xai rov Yur, 
Jeparevomer Kal pever Hiv Oo moog Tove dddove arevijc AOyos’ 
kal ov Tov évayxoc ye havévra, we mpdrepoy ovK bvra, brEpOpno- 
kevonev. Adro ydo weOdpucOa ro eixdyrt, Moly "APoadm yevéo- 
Gar, éy@ eipe’ Kal déyorts, ’Eyw cipe f addAOea. Kal oby ovTw 
Tic HUY Eat dydpamoooY, we olecOat, dre h THe ddnOElac obcia 
700 TOY XpbvwY Tij¢ TOU Xptorow eripavelac ovK iy. 

Opnoxevopey ody rov ILaréoa ric dAnOelac Kal roy Yioy rijy aXn- 
rf) a/ OU ~ e / 7 ey O& tend e 4 aN 

ELaV, OVTA vo 7?) UTOOTQAGEL TOAY MATA, é1 So 77) OfPOVOLa Kat 
TH oupowrvia Kal 7H TavTdryTe TOD BouvhHparoc’ we TOY EWOAKOTE. 


\ e\ / > J , ~ We ee EIS Aa: ~ e 
Tov Ytov (ovra ATAVYATMUAa THE OoSNC, Kal XAPaAkTYOA THC VTO- 


3d42 THE APOSTOLICITY . [ APP. I. 


oTdoewc TOU Ocov) Ewpakevat Ev ab’T@, OvTe eikdyve TOU OQEod, TOY 
Ozv. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. viil. p. 385, 386. Vide etiam 
Dionys. Roman. apud Athan. Epist. de Synod. Nic. cont. heer. 
Arian. decret. Oper. vol. i. p. 422, 423. 


TPEX TS XxX, 
JOHAN. xill. 3, 4. 


"7 \ > ~ 5 ~) 

EKidwe 6 Inoove, dri wavra Sédwxev avt@ 6 Larne ei¢ 

\ - ~ ~ \ 
rade xsipac, Kai Ste awd Osov e&HADe Kai Tod¢ TOV Ozov 
¢ , 3 , SY ~ , IN , Nae 4 SS 
vmayel, éyeloerat ix TOV Oettvov, Kat TiOnoe Ta imaria, Kat 


AaBov Aévrtov OeSwoev EauTov. 


1. ‘O Kvowoe revBdio érwWaro evredet, Kat KareKduvey TOVE 
pabnrac émt ric Toac xapal’ Kal rove wddac EVITTEV AUT@V, O- 
Pavey reprlwoapevoc, 6 drudoc Cede Kai Kvpwc roy Ow, OUK 
doyupovy 1) rodovinrijpa weptpépwy az’ ovpavov. Clem. Alex. 
Pedag. lib: 1. c. 3. Oper. p. 161. 

2. Est ergo Deus Pater omnium institutor et creator, solus 
originem nesciens, invisibilis, immensus, immortalis, eeternus, 
unus Deus, cujus neque magnitudini neque majestati neque 
virtuti quicquam non dixerim preeferri, sed nec comparari 
potest. 

Ex quo, quando ipse voluit, Sermo Filius natus est: qui, non 
sono percussi zris, aut tono coacte de visceribus vocis, accipi- 
tur; sed in substantia prolate a Deo virtutis agnoscitur : cujus 
sacree et divine nativitatis arcana nec apostolus didicit, nec 
prophetes comperit, nec angelus scivit, nec creatura cognovit ; 
Filio soli nota sunt, qui Patris secreta cognovit. 

Hic ergo, cum sit genitus a Patre, semper est in Patre. Sem- 
per autem sic dico, ut non innatum, sed natum, probem. Sed 
qui ante omne tempus est, semper in Patre fuisse dicendus est. 
Nec enim tempus illi assignari potest, qui ante tempus est. 


Semper enim in Patre, ne Pater non semper sit Pater: quin et 
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Pater illum etiam quadam ratione praecedit, quod necesse est 
quodammodo prior sit qua Pater sit. Quoniam aliquo pacto 
antecedat necesse est eum, qui habet originem, ille qui originem 
nescit. 

Hie ergo, quando Pater voluit, processit ex Patre: et, qui 
in Patre fuit, quia ex Patre fuit, cum Patre postmodum fuit, 
quia ex Patre precessit: substantia scilicet illa divina, cujus 
nomen est Verbum, per quod facta sunt omnia, et sine quo 
Jactum est nihil. 

Omnia enim post ipsum sunt, quia per ipsum sunt: et merito 
ipse est ante omnia, quando per illum facta sunt omnia, qui 
processit ex eo ex cujus voluntate facta sunt omnia: Deus uti- 
que, procedens ex Deo, secundam personam efficiens, sed non 
eripiens illud Patri quod unus est Deus. 

Si enim natus fuisset innatus, comparatus cum eo qui esset 
innatus, equatione in utroque ostensi duos faceret innatos: et 
ideo duos faceret Deos, si non genitus esset, collatus cum eo 
qui genitus non esset ; et, zequales inventi, duos Deos merito 
reddidissent non geniti: atque ideo duos Christus reddidisset 
Deos, si sine origine esset, ut Pater inventus, et ipse principium 
omnium ut Pater, duo faciens principia, duos ostendisset nobis 
consequenter et Deos. 

Aut, si et ipse Filius non esset, sed Pater generans de se 
alterum Filium, merito collatus cum Patre, et tantus denotatus 
duos Patres effecisset, et ideo duos approbasset etiam Deos. 

Christus autem non innatus est, sed ex Patre est, quia geni- 
tus est: sive dum Verbum est, sive dum Virtus est, sive dum 
Sapientia est, sive dum Lux est, sive dum Filius est, et quic- 
quid horum est dum non aliunde est ; quando, sicut dicimus 
jam superius, ex Patre, Patri suo originem suam debens, dis- 
cordiam divinitatis de numero duorum Deorum facere non 
potuit, qui ex illo qui est unus Deus originem nascendo con- 
traxit: quo genere dum et unigenitus est et primogenitus ex 
illo est, quia originem non habet, unus est omnium rerum et 
principium et caput. 

Est ergo Deus; sed in hoc ipsum genitus, ut esset Deus. 
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Est et Dominus; sed in hoc ipsum natus ex Patre, ut esset 
Dominus. Est et Angelus; sed, ad annunciandum magnum 
Dei consilium, ex Patre suo Angelus destinatus. 

Cujus sic divinitas traditur, ut non dissonantia divinitatis 
duos Deos reddidisse videatur. Subjectis enim ei quasi Filio 
omnibus rebus a Patre, Patris quidem sui Filius probatur ; 
ceterorum autem et Dominus et Deus esse reperitur. - 

Ex quo, dum huic, qui est Deus, omnia substrata traduntur, 
et cuncta sibi subjecta Filius accepta refert Patri; totam di- 
vinitatis auctoritatem rursus illi remittit: unde unus Deus os- 
tenditur verus et eternus Pater, a quo solo hee vis divinitatis 
emissa, etiam in Filium tradita et directa, rursum per substan- 
tize communionem ad Patrem revolvitur. 

Deus quidem ostenditur Filius, cui divinitas tradita et por- 
recta conspicitur: et tamen nihilominus unus Deus Pater pro- 
batur, dum gradatim reciproco meatu illa majestas atque 
divinitas ad Patrem, qui dederat eam, rursum ab illo ipso Filio 
missa revertitur et retorquetur. Ut merito Deus Pater omnium 
Deus sit, et principium Filii sui quem Dominum genuit: Filius 
autem czeterorum omnium Deus sit, quoniam omnibus illum 
Deus Pater praeposuit quem genuit. 

Ita mediator Dei et hominum Christus Jesus omnis creaturze 
subjectam sibi habens a Patre proprio potestatem qua Deus est, 
cum tota creatura subdita sibi concors Patri suo Deo inventus, 
unum et solum et verum Deum Patrem suum, manente in illo 
quod etiam auditus est, breviter approbavit. Novat. de ‘Trin. 
in Oper. Tertull. p. 633, 634. 


TEXT XXII. 


JOHAN. xiv. 8, 9, 10. 


> ~ 2.) ? , hs CO xed 
Aéyel avtq Pidimmoc’ Kips, deigov Huiv Tov Ilaréoa, 


(C=) eS. Be , > ra € 2, ~ ay ~ , 
Kal aoxel nutv. Aéyer avty 6 Inoove’ Tooovtov ypover 


Satin n'a: al 


i NE 


ee 


ee 


NUMB. I. | OF TRINITARIANISM. 345 


ig \ 


ue? tuo iu, Kal OK EyvwKde pe, PlAuTTE; “O iwpake 
gut, EWoake Tov Jlaréoa’ Kai Twe od Aéyete, Acifov niv 
tov larépa; Ov miorebete, 6tt éyw év Tw Ilaroi, kal 6 Ma- 
THO EV EOL EOTL; 

1. Et Dominus autem Philippo, volenti Patrem videre, re- 
spondit: Yanto tempore vobiscum sum, et me non cognovistis ? 
Philippe, qui videt me, videt et Patrem meum. Quomodo tu 
dicis, Ostende nobis Patrem? Ego enim in Patre, et Pater in 
me est: et amodo cognovistis eum, et vidistis eum. Quibus ergo 
Dominus testimonium dixit, quoniam et cognoverunt in ipso et 
viderunt Patrem: Pater autem veritas. Iren. adv. heer. lib. 
iii, c. 13. p. 197. 

2. Si Filium nolunt secundum a Patre reputari, ne secundus 
duos faciat Deos dici, ostendimus etiam duos Deos in Scriptura 
relatos et duos Dominos: et tamen, ne de isto scandalizentur, 
rationem reddidimus, qua Dii non duo dicantur nec Domini ; 
sed, qua Pater et Filius, duo: et hoc non ex separatione sub- 
stantize, sed ex dispositione, quum individuum et inseparatum 
Filium a Patre pronunciamus, nec statu sed gradu alium, qui 
et si Deus dicatur, quando nominatur singularis, non ideo duos 
Deos faciat sed unum, hoc ipso quod et Deus ex unitate Patris 
vocari habeat, sed argumentationibus eorum adhuc retundendis, 
opera preebenda est, si quid de Scripturis ad sententiam suam 
excerpent, cetera nolentes intueri, quee et ipsa regulam servant, 
et quidem salva unione divinitatis et monarchiz sonitu. Nam, 
sicut, in veteribus, nihil aliud tenent, quam; go Deus, et alius 
preter me non est: ita, in evangelio, responsionem Domini ad 
Philippum tuentur; Ego et Pater unum sumus; et, Qui me 
viderit, vidit et Patrem; et, Ego in Patre, et Pater in me. 
Tertull. adv. Prax. § 14. Oper. p. 419, 420. 

3. Toootrov xodvoy pel’ buoy eipu, Kat ovK EyvWKde pe, Di- 
Lurre 3 Lotro 0 eipnkey air@ aéwoarre kal Néyorte’ Acisov hiv 
tov Ilarépa, cat cpket fpiv. Notoac ric oby, Hc det akodbery 
mepl povoyevoug Oeov Yiov Tov Oov, Tov mpwroroKov maone Krl- 
gewc, Kabdre 6 Adyoe yéyove coupe, OWera, THC, lOwy Tic TIPY 
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> Uf pad if ~ v4 \ ds PEG. \ ak vO 
ELKOVG TOU aopaTou Ocov, YVwWoETat TOV Ilarepa KQL TOLNTYHV TOVOE 


rou mayvroc. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. vii. p. 361. 


TEX UCAXEY 
JOHAN. Xvi. 28. 


"EEnAGov wapa Tou Ilarpoc, cat eAhAvOa sic Tov KOoMOV" 


, > , \ V4 nN , \ \ , 
waXw apintt TOV KOO[LOY, Kat TOOEVOMAL TOOC TOV Ilaréoa. 


1. Ext éva “Inoody Xovsrov rov ag’ evoc Tlarpoc mpoedOorra, 
Kal ele Eva Ovra Kat xwpnoavra. Tonat. Epist. ad Magnes. 
§ vil. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. ii. p. 19. 

2. O “Inootc, Yioc Oy Oeod, cai roly évavOownijoat, Kat évay- 
Qowryoac, drodeikyura. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. iii. p. 119. 

3. Si homo tantummodo Christus, quomodo dicit; Ego ex 
Deo prodi et vent: cum constet, hominem a Deo factum esse, 
non ex Deo processisse ? 

Ex Deo autem homo quomodo non processit, sic Dei Verbum 
processit, de quo dictum est: Hructavit cor meum Verbum 
bonum. Quod quoniam ex Deo est, merito et apud Deum est: 
quodque quia non otiosé prolatum, merito omnia facit. Omnia 
enim per ipsum facta sunt, et sine ipso factum est nihil. 

Sed enim hoc Verbum, per quod factasunt omnia. Lt Deus, 
inquit, erat Verbum. Deus ergo processit ex Deo: dum qui 
processit Sermo Deus est, qui processit ex Deo. Novat. de 
Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 620. 


RHPA OES 
JOHAN. Xvil. 3. 


¢ ’ \ € oe ta Aes , , \ , 
Autry éoTiy y aiwvioe Sw, LVa YLVWOKWOL GE TOV MOVOYV 


cAnfivoy Ozov, kat Ov améatetrac Incovv XouoTov. 
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1. Si homo tantummodo Christus, quare credendi nobis talem 
regulam posuit, quo diceret: Hec est autem vita eterna, ut 
sciant te unum et verum Deum, et quem msisti Jesum Christum ? 

Si noluisset se etiam Deum intelligi, cur addidit, Ht quem 
misistt Jesum Christum ; nisi quoniam et Deum accipi voluit ? 
Quoniam, si se Deum nollet intelligi, addidisset; Lt quem 
misistt hominem Jesum Christum: nune autem neque addidit, 
nec se hominem nobis tantummodo Christus tradidit ; sed Deo 
junxit, ut et Deum per hanc conjunctionem, sicut est, intelligi 
vellet. 

Est ergo credendum, secundum preescriptam regulam, in 
Dominum unum verum Deum, et in eum quem misit Jesum 
Christum consequenter: qui se nequaquam Patri, ut diximus, 
junxisset, nisi Deum quoque intelligi vellet. Separasset enim 
ab eo, si Deum intelligi se noluisset: inter homines enim tan- 
tummodo se conlocasset, si hominem se esse tantummodo sciret ; 
nec cum Deo junxisset, sise non et Deum nosset. Nunc et de 
homine tacet, quoniam hominem illum nemo dubitat: et Deo se 
jungit merito, ut credituris divinitatis suze formulam poneret. 
Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 621, 622. Vide etiam 
Ibid. p. 633, 634, ut sup. cit. in Johan. xii. 3, 4. 

2. OvK écpev ALOwy ovddEepiay atoOnow éxovTwy OEeparevral, 
dX povov Oeov Tov TOO TayTwY Kat éml wavrwy* Kal ETL TOU 
Xotorod airov, dvtwe Oeod Adyov Tp0 aiwvwy, Ecpev Opnoxevrat, 
Melit. Apol. in Chron. Pasch. ad a.p. 164, 165. apud Routh. 
Rel. Sacr. vol. i. p. 112. 

3. Quod enim, in evangeliis et in apostolorum epistolis, Jesu 
Christi nomen insinuatur ad remissionem peccatorum ; non ita 
est, quasi, aut sine Patre, aut contra Patrem, prodesse cuiquam 
solus Filius posset: sed ut Judzis, qui jactitabant se Patrem 
habere, ostenderetur, quod nihil eis Pater profuturus esset, nisi 
in Filium crederent quem ille misisset. Nam, qui Deum Patrem 
creatorem sciebant, Filium quoque Christum scire debebant ; 
ne sibi blandirentur et plauderent de solo Patre sine Filii ejus 
agnitione: qui et dicebat ; Nemo venit ad Patrem nisi per me. 


Duorum autem cognitionem esse que salyet, idem ipse mani- 
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festat, dicens: Hec est vita eterna, ul cognoscant te solum et 
verum Deum, et quem misisti Jesum Christum. Cyprian. Epist. 


Ixxilil. Oper. vol. ii. p- 205. 


EEX TD XX: 


JOHAN. xvil. 5. 


- ~ o ~ ~ G qe 
Kat viv dd&acov ple, ov Ilareo, TANA GEAVTW, TH dd&y Dy) 


e \ ~ \ ? 3 ; \ 
&LXOV, TOO TOV TOY KOGLOY Eival, Tapa GO. 


1. Si homo tantummodo Christus, quomodo dicit: Ht nune 
honorifica me gloria, quam habebam apud te priusquam mundus 
esset ? 

Si, antequam mundus esset, gloriam habuit apud Deum, et 
claritatem tenuit apud Patrem ; ante mundum fuit: nec enim 
habuisset gloriam, nisi ipse prius fuisset qui gloriam posset te- 
nere. Nemo enim habere aliquid poterit, nisi ante ipse fuerit 
qui aliquid tenet. Sed enim Christus habet gloriam ante mundi 
institutionem. Ergo ante institutionem mundi fuit. 

Nisi, enim, ante institutionem mundi esset; ante mundi in- 
stitutionem gloriam habere non posset, quum ipse non esset. 
Sed enim homo gloriam ante mundi institutionem habere .non 
potuit, qui post mundum fuit. Christus autem habuit. Ante 
mundum igitur fuit. 

Non igitur homo tantummodo fuit, qui ante mundum fuit. 
Deus est igitur, quoniam ante mundum fuit, et gloriam ante 
mundum tenuit. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 622. 

2. “Ee 6 povoyevijc tov O<od Adyoc, Cede uTdpywy éKk 
Ocov, KEKEYWKEV EaUTOY KaTc Tac yoadac, Kabeic EDehovTHe EavToY 
cig Oren OVK HY, Kai THY ddoéay Tabrny capKa HpTeTK ETO, NOLTOY 
kat vrepuPovoba éyerat, Kal We OVK ExwY OLA. TO avOpmmvor 
Movovouxt kat év xaptrocg polpa épaver Td Ovopa TO treo way 


ov” ‘ \ ~ t Ul rg 
OVOHA, KATA THV TOV [fLaKaptoU IlavAovu gQuvnve 


oo, 
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oy Le <x ree. ~ ree BEDS 5) \ ° / € > 5) ~ ~ 
AN Iv, 70 xXpijpa Kal ro adnOEc, ob ddate we ev apKXn THY 
oUK EvOvTWY ad’T@ PvouKGe, TorOD ye Kai Cet’ vootTo O ay pad- 
Nov avadolrycte Kat dvadoom) TOdE TO EV K&pXH ar vVowwowe Kal 
g ] Cle pop TOC PXN OVELWOWE KAL 
avaToPAnOyTwe Urapyov avT@ 
1 nOnrwe ex TO. 
, We MEA e ~ 3 , \ \ 
Tovyaprot kat edackey 0 rig avOowmorNnTOS TO opiKooTpETEC 
N \ oe rete 4 , , os / i Ce Aaa \ 
Umocuve oikovomkwc’ Idreo, ddgacdy pe 7H Oden n elxov, Kal Ta 
24) A > \ \ 3) > Qe 6 ae ~ fol a , ee! 
ednc’ ae yao nv Ev Oosn OeorpEeTEl TH idly ouYUTAapXuY YyEvYnToOpL 
700 TavToc alwvoc Kal xpdvov Kat THe TOU KOopov karaPoNjjc. 


Hippol. Comment. in Gen. Oper. vol. 11. p. 29. 


fy eX Xe. 1. 
JOHAN. XX: 28. 


~ s ~. € r 
Kai avexo(On 6 Ownac, kal eirev atta” “O Kiptoc pou 


Kal 6 O&de pov. 


1. Quod si, cum nullius sit nist Dei cordis nosse secreta, 
Christus secreta conspicit cordis; quod si, cum nullius sit nisi 
Dei peccata dimittere, idem Christus peccata dimittit ; quod si, 
cum nullius sit hominis de ccelo venire, de ccelo veniendo de- 
scendit ; quod si, cum nullius hominis hee vox esse possit Ego 
et Pater unum sumus, hance vocem de conscientia divinitatis 
Christus solus edicit; quod si postremo omnibus divinitatis 
Christi probationibus et rebus instructus apostolus Thomas, 
respondens Christo, Dominus meus et Deus meus dicit ; quod si 
et apostolus Paulus, Quorum, inquit, patres, et ex quibus Chris- 
ius secundum carnem, qui est super omnia Deus benedictus in 
secula, in suis literis scribit; quod si idem se apostolum, non 
ab hominibus, sed per Jesum Christum, accepisse contendit : 
merito Deus est Christus. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. 
p. 609. 

2. Quod Deus Christus.—Item, in evangelio cata Joannem: 
In principio erat Sermo ; et Sermo erat apud Deum ; et Deus erat 
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Sermo. Item, in eodem, Dominus ad Thomam: Injice huc 
digitum tuum ; et vide manus meas ; et noli esse incredulus, sed 
fidelis. Respondit Thomas, et dixit ill : Dominus meus, et Deus 
meus. Cyprian. adv. Jud. lib. ii. § 6. Oper. vol. i. p. 34, 35. 
3. ‘O o& Ek vexpGv avacrac Xptordc aréOave Kai Efnoer, 
ef \ ~ ee / Z \ {lowe , e 
iva Kal vEeKp@y Kat CwyTwy Kvoltevon’ Oedc yap Eore dvoet, O KUpt- 
Ev TOY AnaYTWY" Kal dvaoTac Kal Exvyvwobele ék THY Tpavparav 
Ocdc eivat adAnOvoc, 6 oravpwieic Kal Avacrac, Oporipwe re Ode 
Kvp.oc v0 Tou Owua Knputropevoc’ 6 yao Kipwe 6 Osc, txwr 
év xepaly abrov Tove porwrac, avéotn, 6 TeToavTiopévoc OU Hpac’ 
Ode yap rGy drosrédwy 6 YnragyOeic, od ioe dvDowmoc, adda 
if Ni e ig ~ > ~ \ fd ~ x: ~ 
puoe Oeoc, 0 KAnpovdpocg THY EOVHY Kal Kplywy TacaY THY YY, 
wc yéypanrat, "Avdaora 6 Oe0c, Kpivoy riv yy, dre ov KaTaK\y- 
povounoee év Tat TOIC éOveotv? Yidc Ocov Adyoce ov 6 Xotaroe, 
@ 2 Ses ef x \ df 2 &, \ 
Oo KAnoovopoc, dwéBavev vorEpoy pera TOVE dovAove avTov Tove 
Toopnrac, WS avToc, dnoly, év evayyeNlore Eiwme TOC TOVE aToO- 
krelvavrac Tove mpopirac. Dionys. Alex. Epist. adv. Paul. Sa- 
mos. Oper. p. 210. . 


TEXT XXVII. 


Rom. ix. 5. 


© 


v € t Wore ics c x Q \ , 
Qv ot TATEDEC, Kat e& WV O XoloToc TO KaTa OaOoKa, 


Q Ud 


A D) N yN N p) N 9 Say oe 
Wy etl TavTwy Osoce evAoyntoe Eig TOVE aiwvac. Api. 


1. Hic est Emanuel, ne forte tantum eum hominem puta- 
remus. Non enim ex voluntate carnis, neque ex voluntate 
viri, sed ex voluntate Dei, Verbum caro factum est: neque 
alium quidem Jesum suspicemur fuisse; sed unum et eundem 
sciremus Deum esse. Hoc ipsum interpretatus est Paulus, 
scribens ad Romanos—de Israel: Quorum patres, et ex quibus 
Christus secundum carnem, qui est Deus super omnes benedictus 


in secula. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 18. p. 208. 
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2, De resurrectione, inquit, mortuorum, non legistis quod 
dictum est a Deo, dicente: L.go sum Deus Abraham, Deus 
fsaac, et Deus Jacob? Et adjecit: Non est Deus mortuorum, 
sed viventium ; omnes enim et vivunt. 

Per-heee itaque manifestum fecit, quoniam is, qui de rubo 
locutus est Moysi, et manifestavit se esse Deum patrum, hic 
est viventium Deus. Quis enim est vivorum Deus, nisi qua 
est super omnia Deus, et super quem alius non est Deus ?— 

Qui igitur a prophetis adorabatur Deus vivus, hic est vivorum 
Deus et Verbum ejus, qui et locutus est Moysi, qui et Saddu- 
ceeos redarguit, qui et resurrectionem et Dominum ostendit. 

Si enim Deus mortuorum non est, sed vivorum ; hic autem 
dormientium patrum Deus dictus est: indubitaté vivunt Deo, 
et non perierunt, cum sint filil resurrectionis. 

Resurrectio autem ipse Dominus est: quemadmodum ipse 
ait: Ego sum resurrectio et vita. Patres autem ejus filii: dic- 
tum est autem a propheta; Pro patribus tuis facti sunt tibi 
filt tur. 

Ipse igitur Christus cum Patre vivorum est Deus, qui et 
locutus est Moysi, qui et patribus manifestatus est. Tren. adv. 
Heresy. Ce Lik. 2385239; 

8. Duos quidem definimus Patrem et Filium, et jam tres 
cum Spiritu Sancto, secundum rationem ceconomize que facit 
numerum: ne (ut vestra perversitas infert) Pater ipse cre- 
datur natus et passus ; quod non licet credi, quoniam non ita 
traditum est. 

Duos tamen Deos et duos Dominos nunquam ex ore nostro 
proferimus: non quasi non et Pater Deus, et Filius Deus, et 
Spiritus Deus, et Deus unusquisque; sed quoniam retro et 
duo Du et duo Domini predicabantur, ut, ubi venisset Christus, 
et Deus agnosceretur et Dominus vocaretur, quia Filius Dei et 
Domini. 

Itaque Deos omnino non dicam nec Dominos : sed apostolum 
sequar, ut, si pariter nominandi fuerint Pater et Filius, Dewm 
Patrem appellem, et Jesum Christum Dominum nominem. So- 
lum autem Christum potero Deum dicere, sicut idem apostolus : 
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Ha quibus Christus, qui est, inquit, Deus super omnia benedictus 
wm cevumomne. ‘Tertull. adv. Prax. § 10. Oper. p. 413, 414. 

4. Deum nemo vidit unquam. 

Quem Deum? Sermonem? At quin vidimus, et audivimus, 
et contrectavimus, de Sermone vite preedictum est. 

Sed quem Deum? Scilicet Patrem, apud quem Deus erat 
Sermo, unigenitus Filius, gua est in sinu Patris, ipse disseruit. 
Ipse et auditus ; et visus; et, ne phantasma crederetur, etiam 
contrectatus. Hunc et Paulus conspexit: nec tamen Patrem 
vidit. Nonne, inquit, vidi Jesum? Christum autem et ipse 
Deum cognominavit : Quorum patres, et ex quibus Christus se- 
cundum carnem, qui est super omnia Deus benedictus in evum. 
Tertull. adv. Prax. § 10. Oper. p. 416. 

5. Si et apostolus Paulus, Quorum, inquit, patres, et ex 
quibus Christus secundum carnem, qui est super omnia Deus be- 
nedictus in secula, in suis literis scribit:—merito Deus est 
Christus. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 609. 

6. Quod Deus Christus :—Item Paulus ad Romanos: Op- 
tabam ego ipse anathema esse a Christo pro fratribus cognatis- 
que meis secundum carnem ; qui sunt Israelite, quorum adoptio, 
et claritas, et testamentum, et legis constitutio, et famulatus, et 
promissiones ; quorum patres, ex quibus Christus secundum car- 
nem, qui est super omnia Deus benedictus in secula. Cyprian. 
adv. Jud. lib. 11. § 6. Oper. vol. i. p. 34, 35. 

7. Quis ergo est iste, quiin forma Dei, ut diximus, factus 
est ? 

Angelus? Sed nec in angelis formam Dei legimus, nisi quo- 
niam hie preecipuus atque generosus pre omnibus Dei Filius 
Verbum Dei, imitator omnium paternorum operum, dum et ipse 
operatur sicut et Pater ejus, forma (ut expressimus) est Dei 
Patris. 

iit merito in forma pronunciatus est Dei, dum et ipse super 
omnia, et omnis creature divinam obtinens potestatem, et Deus 
est exemplo Patris: hoc ipsum tamen a Patre proprio conse- 
cutus, ut omnium et Deus esset et Dominus esset et Deus ad 
formam Dei Patris ex ipso genitus atque prolatus. Hic ergo, 
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quamvis esset n forma Dei, non est rapinam arbitratus aequalem 
se Deo esse. 

Hamanvit se, dum ad injurias contumeliasque descendit, 
dum audit infanda, experitur indigna: cujus tamen humilitatis 
adest statim egregius fructus. 

Accepit enim nomen, quod est super omne nomen : quod utique 
non aliud intelligimus esse, quam nomen Dei. Nam, quum 
Dei sit solius esse super omnia, consequens est, ut nomen illud 
sit super omnia, quod est ejus qui super omnia est Dei. Est 
ergo nomen illud, quod super omne nomen est: quod nomen 
est ejus utique consequenter, qui, quum in forma Dei fuisset, 
non rapinam arbitratus est equalem se Deo esse. Novat. de 
Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 613. 

8. 'O wy émi ravrwy Oedc, Kupwc 6 Ocde Topann, Incove 6 
Xpiordc. Dionys. Alex. Oper. p. 248. 

9. °O o€ Néyet 6 drdcroXoc’ *Qy of marépec, kal &£ bv 6 Xouc- 
70¢ TO Kara odpKa, 6 Oy éxl rdyrwy Osde evNoynroe ei¢ rove ai- 
@vac’ Kad@c Olnyeirae Kal Aapmpac ro THe adnOelac pvoTyp.oyv" 
ovroc 6 Wy émt Tavrwy Ode éoriy, éyer yap ovrw pera rappn- 
ciac, Wavra por wapadecorac b76 rod Ilarpoc’ 6 Oy émt rdyrwv 
Oeoc evdoynroc yeyévynrar, kai dvOpwroc yevopevoc Oede éorwy 
cic rove aidvac. Hippol. cont. Noet. c. vi. Oper. vol. ii. p. 10. 

[Simili modo locum acceperunt etiam Noetus Noetique dis- 
cipuli; uti ex eodem Hippolyto patet: Christum enim Patrem 
habentes, de Christo, qua Patre, dictum affirmarunt. 

Xpvoroc yup Hv Ode, disseruit Noetus, cal ¢xabey Ov pide, 
avroc wy Iaryp, iva cal coat Hpac CuvnOy. "Addo é, ono, 
ov duvdpeba éyerv’ Kal yup 6 drdaroNoc Eva Oedy OpmoNOY ET, 
héywv* *Qy ot rarépec, cal & wv 6 Xprorde 70 Kara oapka, 6 wy 
émt wavrwy Ode evAoyNTOC Eic Tove aiwyac. Hippol. cont. 
Noet-aceun Oper. volii-sp. 7. 

Inter Catholicos, scilicet, et Patripassianos, quod ad locum 
spectavit, nihil interfuit. De Christo, ut sit Christus super 
omnia Deus benedictus, uno ore interpretati sunt: Catholici 
vero Christum, Deum de Deo, Filium de Patre, habuerunt ; 
Patripassiani autem Christum, Patrem ipsissimum, Numine 
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unipersonali existente, affirmarunt. De loci ipsius igitur mente 
prorsus consenserunt antiqui, sive Catholici, sive Heeretici. 
Christum esse super omnia Deum benedictum monere apostolum, 
zequeé se habuerunt persuasos. | 
10. Totrov cé Yiov yevynrov, povoyeva Yiov, eikdva tov dopa- 
~ r , , , , SN , 
Tov Ogov TUYKAVOYTA, TOWTOTOKOY TAGNHC KTLOEWC, Lopiav Kat Ao- 
\ / ~ \ tay A of ° 7 § +) ’ 
yov kat Avyvapty Ozov, 90 alwywy ovra, ov TeOyVwWaEt AN oOv- 
cia Kal troordoe Ozdr, Oeov Yior, ev re Tadarg Kal vég dcabHKy 
> , e ~ \ / Lat o \ 5) / 
éyvoxkdrec, Opodoyovpev Kal Knpvcoouev. “Og 0 ay dytipaynrac 
\ €\ ~ ~ \ a > \ ay ~ , if 
Tov Yiov rov Oeov Oeov py eivat Tod Karafsodij¢ KOopov mioTEU- 
ev Kat dpodoyety, PaoKkwy Ovo Oeove KarayyéhAcoOat, Edy 6 Yide 
~ ~ N\ tA ~ 9 / ~ be ~ 
Tov Oeov Oeog Knpvoonrat, TovToOY aXNOTeLOY TOU EKKANOLAOTIKOU 
lA € J \ ~ e NES a ~ 
Kavovoc Hyovpefa’ Kat Taoat at KaBodiKal éexkrAnolat cvpudwvovory 
ypiv. Tlept yap rovrov yéypanrat' ‘O Opdvoc cov, 6 Oedc, eic 
ai@va al@voc'—xai dyow drdorodoc’ ’EE wy 6 Xptaroc 76 Kara 
, e 5\ 9° EN , \ 9 \ , ~ I~ 9 / 
oapka, 0 wy ext TavTWY O£de EvAOYNTOG Elc TOVE alw@vac. “Aphy. 


Concil. Antioch. Epist. apud Routh. Rel. Sacr. vol. i. p. 466. 


TEXT XXVIII. 
1 CorintH. i, 25. 
“Ort TO LwWEdV TOV OEov copwreooy TOV avOpwrwy EoTt 


iN ping) ted 0 x ~ ~ 9 2 ~ > , 2 "4 
KaL TO AGUVEVEC TOU Ocov LO\XUPOTEDOV TWV av0odrwv EO0Tl. 


Quid est autem Stultum Det sapientius hominibus, nisi crux et 
mors Christi? Quid Infirmum Dei fortius homine, nisi nativitas 
et caro Dei? Tertull. adv. Marcion. lib. v. § 9. Oper. p. 302. 


DE XA SXXIX: 
PHILire. 1.40 — 11, 


~ ~ ~ 9 a 
Tovro ya ovelaQw év vutiv 0 Kat gv Xptotw Incov 
v 


e\ ’ = ~ ¢€ , bd € \ € A 
Oc, vy moppn Osov vTapywy, OVX apTayMov HynaaTO TO 
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sivatioa Oew' aAN éavtov exévwes, poopy SovrAov AaBwr, 
év Opowwparet avOowrwv Abe kal, oxijpare evoebele we 
avOowroc, érameivwoev Eautdv, yevdpevoce brhxooc [EX OL 
Javdrov, Oavarov St stavpov. Aid Kal 6 Oede adrov vreovyp- 
woe, kal Exapioato abry dvoua TO Wrip way dvoma’ Iva év 

~ 9 , b] ~ ~ fe 2 > , Se? s 
Tw ovonate Incov wav yovu Kauby trovoaviwv cat émvystw 

m 0 / S Ge IVA > iN 7. 4 
Kat kataXVoviwy, kat taca yAwooa eouoroyhanra bre 


Kvpio¢ ‘Insove Xorordc cic ddEav Osov Marpde. 


1. Tarewoppovovrtwy yap ear 6 Xpraréc, ovk émacpopévwy 
éxt TO woipvioyv avrov. To OKITTPOY Tice pEeyadwovrne rou Ocod, 
0 Kuptoc huey Xorordc Inaodec, obk HAOEv év KouT@ adhalovelac 
ovde brepnparviac, Kaimep Ovvdpevoc’ dda Tametvodoov@y, Kab- 
we 70 IIvedpa “Ayu rept abrov édk4dneev. Clem. Rom. Epist. 
ad Corinth. i. § 16. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. i. p. 156. 

2. Propter hoc Dominus noster, in novissimis temporibus 
recapitulans in seipso omnia, venit ad nos, non quomodo ipse 
poterat, sed quomodo illum nos videre poteramus.  Ipse, enim, 
in sua enarrabili gloria, ad nos venire poterat: sed nos magni- 
tudinem gloriz sua portare non poteramus. Iren. adv. her. 
lib. iv. c. 74. p. 309. 

3. Dicit, quod, In effigie Dei constitutus, non rapinam existi- 
mavit partart Deo.— que non erit Dei Christus veré, si nec 
homo veré fuit in effigie hominis constitutus. Tertull. adv 
Marcion. lib. v. § 41. Oper. p. 329. 

4. Vacua et inanis res est Sermo Dei, qui Filius dictus est, 
qui ipse Deus cognominatus est: Et Sermo erat apud Deum, et 
Deus erat Sermo? Scriptum est: Non sumes nomen Dei in 
vanum. Hic certé est, qui, in effigie Dei constitutus, non rapi- 
nam existimavit esse se equalem Deo. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 6. 
Oper. p. 409. 

5. Cur autem, licet ad aliam partem disputandi festinare vi- 
deamur, illum preetereamus apud apostolum locum: Qui cum 
in forma Dei esset, non rapinam arbitratus est equalem se Deo 
esse ; sed semetipsum exinanivit, formam servi accipiens, in si- 
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militudine hominum factus, et habitu inventus ut homo, humiliavit 
se, obediens factus usque ad mortem, mortem autem crucis : 
propterea et Deus tllum superexaltavit, et dedit nomen quod est 
super omne nomen, ut in nomine Jesu omne genu flectatur, cee- 
lestium, terrestrium, et infernorum; et omnis lingua confiteatur, 
quoniam Dominus Jesus in gloria est Dei Patris. 

Qui cum in forma Dei esset, inquit. 

Si homo tantummodo Christus, 7n imagine Dei, non in for- 
ma Dei, relatus fuisset: hominem enim scimus, ad imaginem, 
non ad formam, Dei factum. Quis ergo est iste, qui in forma 
Dei, ut diximus, factus est? Angelus? Sed nec in angelis 
formam Dei legimus, nisi quoniam hic przecipuus atque gene- 
rosus pree omnibus Dei Filius Verbum Dei, imitator omnium 
paternorum operum, dum et ipse operatur sicut et Pater ejus, 
forma (ut expressimus) est Dei Patris. Et merito in forma 
pronunciatus est Dei, dum et ipse super omnia, et omnis crea- 
ture divinam obtinens potestatem, et Deus est exemplo Pa- 
tris: hoc ipsum tamen a Patre proprio consecutus, ut omnium 
et Deus esset et Dominus esset et Deus ad formam Dei Patris 
ex ipso genitus atque prolatus. 

Hic ergo, quamvis esset in forma Dei, non est rapinam 
arbitratus equalem se Deo esse. 

Quamvis enim se ex Deo Patre Deum esse meminisset, 
nunquam se Deo Patri aut comparavit aut contulit, memor se 
esse ex suo Patre, et hoc ipsum quod est habere se quia Pater 
dedisset. Inde denique, et ante carnis assumptionem, sed et 
post assumptionem corporis, post ipsam preeterea resurrectio- 
nem, omnem Patri in omnibus rebus obedientiam preestitit 
pariter ac preestat. Ex quo probatur, nunquam arbitratum illum 
esse rapinam quandam divinitatem, ut equaret se Patri Deo. 

Quinimo contra, omni ipsius imperio et voluntati obediens 
atque subjectus, etiam ut formam servi susciperet contentus fuit ; 
hoc est, hommem illum fieri et substantiam carnis et corporis, 
quam ex paternorum et secundum hominem delictorum servi- 
tute venientem nascendo suscepit. 

Quo tempore se etiam exinanivit, dum humanam conditionis 
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fragilitatem suscipere non recusavit. Quoniam, si homo tan- 
tummodo natus fuisset, per hoe exinanitus non esset: homo 
enim nascens augetur, non exinanitur. Nam, dum incipit esse 
quod, cum non esset, habere non potuit, ut diximus, non ex- 
inanitur, sed potius augetur atque ditatur. At, st Christus ex- 
inanitur in eo quod nascitur, formam servi accipiendo ; quo- 
modo homo tantummodo est: de quo verius dictum fuisset, 
locupletatum illum esse tune quum nasceretur, non exinanitum, 
nisi quoniam autoritas divini Verbi, ad suscipiendum hominem 
interim conquiescens nec se suis viribus exercens, dejicit se ad 
tempus atque deponit, dum hominem fert quem suscepit. Ea- 
nanivit se, dum ad injurias contumeliasque descendit, dum au- 
dit infanda, experitur indigna: cujus tamen humilitatis adest 
statim egregius fructus. 

Accepit enim nomen, quod est super omne nomen ; quod utique 
non aliud intelligimus esse, quam nomen Dei. Nam, quum 
Dei sit solius esse super omnia, consequens est, ut nomen illud 
sit super omnia, quod est ejus qui super omnia est Dei. Est 
ergo nomen illud, quod super omne nomen est: quod nomen 
est ejus utique consequenter, qui, quum in forma Dei fuisset, 
non rapinam arbitratus est aqualem se Deo esse. 

Neque enim, si non et Deus esset Christus, omne se in nomine 
ejus genu flecteret, ccelestium et terrestrium et infernorum, nec 
visibilia aut invisibilia aut rerum omnium omnis creatura homini 
esset subjecta sive substrata, que se ante hominem esse memi- 
nisset. Ex ‘quo-et, dum in forma Dei esse Christus dicitur, et 
dum in nativitatem secundum carnem se exinanisse monstra- 
tur, et dum id accepisse nomen a Patre quod sit super omne 
nomen exprimitur, et dum in nomine ejus omne genu ccelestium 
et terrenorum et infernorum se flectere et curvare monstratur : 
et hoc ipsum in gloriam Det Patris succurrere asseritur ; con- 
sequenter, non ex illo tantum homo est quia obediens Patri 
factus est usque ad mortem, mortem autem crucis, sed ex his 
etiam rebus superioribus divinitatem Christi sonantibus Domi- 
nus Christus Jesus et Deus (quod heretici nolunt esse) mon- 
stratur. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 612, 613, 614. 
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6. Pater Deus precepit Filium suum adorari; et apostolus 
Paulus, divini preecepti memor, ponit et dicit: Deus exaltavit 
ellum, et donavit illi nomen quod est super omne nomen; ut in 
nomine Jesu omne genu flectatur, ceelestium, terrestrium, et i- 
fernorum. Et, in Apocalypsi, Angelus Johanni volenti adorare 
se restitit et dicit: Vide ne feceris, quia conservus tuus sum et 
fratrum tuorum. Jesum Dominum adora. Cyprian. de bon. 
patient. Oper. vol. i. p. 220. Vide etiam Cyprian. Test. adv. 
Jud. lib. iii. § 39. vol. i. p. 76. 


7. Horvgwvde ye 0 Xwrijp, Kal rodvrporos cic dyOpwrwy ow- 


mupiay’ amew@v, vouveret'—dva Parov Nadet'—Kat TH wvpi e- 
ol \ b / oP ee ? , \ / ~ 
irrerac Tove dvOpwrove, dvanrwy éx klovoc THY pdOya, Ceiypa 
e ~ , aN , SEN e RAGE \ Povey © Jen" , 
Opov xaotroc Kal PdPov' édy braxobene, 70 pac édv rapaKovone, 
TO wup. "Emetd) de Kal Kiovoc cal Bdrov Ff capt riywwrépa, 7p0- 
djrat per’ exeiva GOéyyovrat, arog év "Hoata 6 Kupwe ado" 
SVEN ’ ms s 
avroc, ev HXig? ev ordpare rpogpynrey, airde. Dd O&, dN ei 
TpoPHTate py TrorEvetc, vOoy OE trorkapPavere Kal Tove civopac 
= Sh SY ~ % / SG e , Lay > an, ~ ee lA 
t : 1 : 
Kat TO Tp, auTog aot AaXjjoet 0 Kupwocg? “Oc, év Hoody Geov urap 
XoV, OVX apTaypoY iyyhoaro TO iva ica Oew* éxévwoe O€ Eav- 
\ ~ > r 
TOY O diNouKripuwy Ode, cHoat TOV cvOowmory yiyopevoc. Kat 
av70c on aot évapyee 6 Adyoe Nadel, Ovowrey Ty damorlay. 
Nati, gnpe do Adyog 0 Tov Ge0v, dvOpwroc yevouevoc’ iva Od) Kal 
M EP y ie o. 3] of / , 
ov Tapa avOpwrov padyc, mH wore ipa avOowro0ce yévnrat Ode. 
Clem. Alex. Admon. ad gent. Oper. p. 7. 
3/ e ape \ Ca Mins F ~ e ~ ~ \ 
8. "Eouxey d€ 6 Tatcaywyoc hudy, w maidec tpeie, Tw Larpé 
avrov TO Oew, ovTEO é Yioe ¢ ( aveTrir cat 
( O, €9 éoTtv Yioc dvapaprynroe, averiAnnroc, Kat 
> \ \ { fee \ > > Lf if of 
arabyc Tiy Puyyv? Ode ev avOpwrov oxhpare, &yoarroc, Tarp- 
kM OedXypare dedtkovoc, Adyoc Oedc, 6 év TO Harp, 6 ée dev Tod 
5) ~ . . 
Ilarpoc, ovy Kal T® oxXipare Oedc. Clem. Alex. Peedag. lib. i. 
G22 Oper.cp.479s80. 
\ r ~ 
9. Geode ev avipwrw, Kal 6 advOowroc Osdc. Kat ro OéAnpa Tow 
\ e 4 ’ ~ , \ 
Ilarpoc 0 pecirne emereXct’ freaizne yao 0 Adyoc, 6 Kotvoc ap- 
ie sod er ~ \ CAN ~ 
pow" Oeov pev Yioc, Swrip 0& dvOporwy* Kai rod pév dudKovoc, 
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Kupiov gnaty 6 ardorodog’ Ore Exevwoey Eavtoyv, poppy Sovdov 
AaBwrv' tov ékrog avOowroyv SovrAOV TpoO0ELTwY, TolY dovAEVoaL 
kal capKopopijcat Tov Kipwyv. ‘O d€ cuprabije Oedc abroc HXEv- 
Dépwoev THY cdpKa’ Tijc¢ PO09Ge Kal dovdElag Tij¢ Qavarnpdpov Kal 
~ ’ , 4 > , RPS: . ~ ef oe 
mikoadc amadhdXagac, THY apOapciay reptEeOnKey avTn, dywoy TovTo 
~ A \ dee , y \ ‘ bd / 
TH OaOKL Kal aioLoTnTOE kahrAwriopa meoetc, tHv aBavaciar. 
Clem. Alex. Peedag. lib. iii. c. 1. Oper. p. 215. 
SLSR I”? \ > . , ’ ~ ro (Rite aS : 
10. To cé xaraPenxoc cig avOpwrove Ev popdn Oeov urioxe 
\ ‘ ' e ‘ ’ fi ef ~ € ) : 
kal, dua ditavOpuriay, éavtoy éxévwoer, iva yopnOiva tw ad- 
roy duvnPn. Ov oh rou © é& dyadoy eic Kakoy yéyover aira 
pera(sodn.— 
s ~ 
Bi 0, cépa Ovynroy Kkai puyiy dvOowrivny dvahaBwov, 6 
abavaroc Ode Adyoc doxet TH KéXow dAXarrecBar Kat perarhar- 
reaOar, pavOavérw, dre 6 Adyoc, TH ovoig pévwy Adyoc, obdev 
\ 7 ry , \ ~ \ € Uae ‘. (3 , . 0 
fev TacxXel WY TaoXEL TO Gopa 7}  Wuyxh? cvyKaraPalvwr 
éo0’ Ore r@ pny Ovvapéeyw avrov re a “ue Kal THY Nap- 
QO py Ovyapévw avTovV Tag pappapuyac M) fe 
moornta Tico Oedrnroc BA€wety, otovel cupk yiverat, owpariKoc 
, e/ e ~ 3 \ Q y \ Ye \ 
ANadovpevoc, Ewe 6 rowvroy av’rov wapadebapevoc, Kara Doayy v7ro 


~ t , ~ > ~ \ \ ef s ef 3 
rou Adyou peerewprlopevoc, dvynOh adrov Kal ry (ty obrwc dvo- 


NA , \ ff 
pidow) Toonyoupéerny popdyv Oeacacbae. 

"Obey, obx we 0 Kédoog Kal of raparAjoto abr® Povdorrat, 
prereoopwOn 6 Oeoc Hpuwr" Kai, cic rOUWNAOY Go0c dvaBac, d\ANY 
edetbe THV & v yy Kal woANO KoElTTOVAa, He of KaTw pé 
edede THY EaUTOU poodiy TOANM KOEiTTOVA, IC Ol KaTW [LE- 

\ \ oO , ? ~ 9 e/ 9 ¥ ~ ? he 
vovTec, Kal py Ovvdpevoe ait@ eic tiloc dKodovbeiv, EMewpour. 
iN Tv \ ~ 
Ov yap eixov of Karw dpOadrpove dvvapévouc rere THY TOU 
, > \ > ee oN , , 
Adyov éri 70 évookoy Kat Oedrepov perapdpowow.— 

Pyoiv ody etc (6 KéXaoc), “Ore roe we ddyPGc perafsadrer 
e N ef ce , ’ ~ \ Pe N , A 
6 Ocdc, Horep ovToi paciy, Eig owpa OvnTOY, Kat mooEipyTat TO 
3 vA 5 
advvarov.— 

Kat mpo¢ rovro déyour’ ay, mH pev rept Tie TOU Deiov Adyou 

7 o/ ~ ~ Ot \ ~ 9 ~ ws 
pucewc OvToc Ocov, TH OE wept Tig “Inoov Wuyxiic¢.— 

Tatra 0 émvorapevoc, 6 Oeiog Adyog moda ToAayod Néyet 
T@V yoapwyv. ~Apxet o*, éxt rov mapdyroc, piay mapatecOar Tav- 
Nou Aé~wv, OvTwe Eyovoay’ Tovtro doovelcOw év wuiv, 6 Kal év 

’ x f pO, 
Xovsro Inoov’ Oc, év poodyn Osov vrdoywy, ovK coTaypmor yi 
> t | =) [ f i n PX > Q YR ry, ] 


~ = om / ' < 
caro TO eivat ica Oem? aAN EavTOY Exevwoe, poppyy Covdov a- 
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(it ee ree fe e \ « >] > r € \ 
fw Kat, oxhpare evoeDetc we avOowmoc, éTaTEivwoev EavTor, 
\ ~ \ 

yevomevoc vriKooc péxoe Oavarov, Oavadrov d&€ oravpov. Avo Kal 
€ \ b \ e y Weed / bd ae ti ha € \ ~ 
0 Qe0c avrov Urepviwoe, Kal Exapicaro a’T@ Ovopa TO UTED TAY 
dvoua. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. iv. p. 169-172. Vide etiam Orig. 
Comment. in Johan. Oper. vol. i. p. 34, 35, 145, 306. 

11. "Ered 6 povoyerne rov Oeot Adyoc, Oede vrdoxwy ék 
Oeov, KexévwKey EavToy Kara rac ypagac, KaDelc EMEAovTHS EavTOY 
5) ef 9 F \ \ / f f ° U \ 
cic Orep OVK HY, Kal THY ddokoy Ta’TNY capKa HuTécxETO, otTOY 
kat UreouWovaGar éyerat Kal we ovK Exwy die 70 avOpemvoY 
Hovovouxt kat €v yaouroc polpa AapPaver TO dvopa TO brép Tay 
Ovopa, KaTa THY TOU paKapiov IlavAov gdwrhy. ’AN tv, TO xpi 

\ Ne > \ bs 4 e 3 5) ~ ~ . > , > ~ 
pea Kal 70 adnQEc, ob Cdatc we év ApyH THY OK éEvdvTWY aire 
pvotkic, TOAAOD ye Kal Cet voviTo 0 Gy padAoy avadgoirnote Kal 
> O x \ ne TE > ~ \ ’ oO \ by ig € / 
avaCpOpY TPE TO EV AX Kal ovawdde Kal avaroANTwWe UTAp- 
xov atvre. Hippolyt. Comment. in Gen. Oper. vol. ii. p. 29. 

12. Ide ov éyete dvOowmoy Karegalperoy Tov Xouoroy, Kat 
ov Ogdy ovra adnOwor, Kai TpocKUVOUpEVOY Tapa TdoNne KTicEewe 
ovy Harpt cal ‘Ayiw Ivevpart, rov capxwhévra éx rije ayiac wap- 
Gevov kat Oeoroxov Mapiac; Av hyde yao karedé~aro yevéoOat éx 

Pe e/ \ \ ig e \ ¢ ~ / / € 
yuvatkdc’ OGev kal ro waDoc Ureo Ty Karedé~aro, Kevwoac Eav- 
\ \ / ef , ye \ ~ F ~ 
TOY, Kal TaTetvwoag Ewe Davarov, Bavarouv Cé oravpov, isa O«od 
imapxet. Dionys. Alex. Epist. adv. Paul. Samos. Oper. p. 
210, 211. 

13. Eic¢ roy Ytiov rov O<ov, dro tov mAnpwparoc rie Oedrnroe 
cic TOV Piov édnAvOdroc. KervwOete yap, Kal Ti}v popgiy Tov dov- 
Aov mpoohaPwy, cic rHY EavToU TedetérynTa Taty dvexAnpwOn Kat 

A a7 ? x ‘ > e ~ \ YD ~ e ~ 
mv aciay. <Avrocg yap, év EauT@ opixpvvOElc, Kal év Tote EauTOU 
pépeoiy dvadvele, éx ric Eavrow CpLKpOTnTOC Kal THY EaUTOU pEpoY 

’ N, i 7 \ LS ~ \ \ , 4 
El¢ THY CuUTANPwWoLY TahLY THY EavTOD Kal TO péyeOoe KaTéoTn, 
ovoemorE TOD TEAELOC ELVA pewwGeic. Method. Sympos. p. 115. 

14, OeAnjpare Oeov 6 Adyoe cupé YEvOmEvoc, Kal oxhpare EvpE- 
Gele we avOowroc, odk dredeipOn Tie Oedrntoc. Odde yao, tva 

~ PS) / 3 ~ WN 06 / 9 ~ € 7 
THE CvvapEewe avTov 7) Cdéne TEXElac TOOTH TTWKEVTUC, TAOVOLOC 
*\ ~ , , E 3 3 ef \ \ ’ € \ ¢€ ~ ~ 
wv, TOUTO eyevEeTo’ ANN iva Kat Tov Oavaroy, brEp ia TOY 
apaoTwrv, dvacéénrar. Petr. Alex. de Divin. apud Routh. 
Rel. Sacr. vol. iii. p. 344. 


tee is a a 


aS es ie as TNR” er 
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15. “O abrog Ocdc Kai AvOowToe 'Iqoode Xpuoroc TPOEPNTEVETO 
év vouw Kat moogonratc’ Kal, éy Tm €&xkAnola TH UTO TOY ovpavov 
Taon, wexlorevrat Oedc HEV Kevwoae éavToy Axo Tov Elva toa 
Oem. Concil. Antioch. Epist. ad Paul. Samos. apud Routh. 
Rel. Sacr, vol. ii. p. 473: 


TEX Te oxex xX 
Gorosseilo——1rn 


@ 3 5 \ ~ ~ ~ 3 - ? , 
Oc éoTwy Eikwv Tov Ceov TOV aOPaTOV, TOWTOTOKOC TAaGIG 
Aen! ue > SY ae eu AE , Q b ‘4 \ > ~ > ~ 
KTLOEWC OTL EV QUTW EKTLOUN TA TAVTA, TA EV TOLC OVOPaVOLC 
x Naeger A ~ ~ NPE \ ‘ \ >? ” Je 
Kal Ta €7L THC Yue, Ta opaTa Kal Ta aooaTa, ElTE Oodvor, 
” , 7 > s x b) fume \ o > > 
LTE KUOLOTYTEC, ELTE AOX aL, ELTE eSovolar Ta TaVTa, ou au- 
x ue a) oe ” a iN bbe slg > N , s 
TOU KQL ELC AUTOYV, EKTLOTAL’ KAL AUTOE EGTL TOO TWAVTWY, Kal 


Q E 2) 3 ~ 
Ta TavTa Ev avTW GUVEOTHKE. 


1. Kai 70 ody “lopaid bvopa rotro onpalvet,”AvOpwroe viKoy 
Avvapiv—'Orep Kai dua rov fvornpiou rij mdAne, ty éxdXacev 
‘TaxwP, pera Tov patvouévov perv ex tod rH Tov Marpdce Boudry 
urnpereiv, Ogov d€ Ex Tov eivat Téxvoy mpwréroxoy ray bdwy KTio- 
parwy, erenpogyreveTo, OTe Kal avOpwroc yevopmevoc 6 Xp.aroc 
rojoetv. Justin, Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 277, 278. Comp. 
Ibid. p. 222. 

2. Non enim tantum hic, sed nec quidem ex his que con- 
stituta et in subjectione sunt, comparabitur Verbo Dei, per 
quem facta sunt omnia, qui est Dominus noster Jesus Christus. 
Quoniam enim sive angeli, sive archangeli, sive throni, sive 
dominationes, ab eo qui super omnes est Deus et constituta 
sunt, et facta per Verbum ejus, Joannes quidem sic significavit. 
Cum enim dixisset de Verbo Dei, quoniam erat in Patre, adjecit : 
Omnia per eum facta sunt, et sine co factum est nihil. Iren. 
adv. heer. lib. ili. c. 8. p. 179. 

3. Ownia igitur talia cireumscribere volens discipulus Domini, 

12 
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et regulam veritatis constituere in Ecclesia, quia est unus Deus 
omnipotens, qui per Verbum suum omnia fecit, et visibilia et 
mvisibilia ; significans quoque, quoniam per Verbum, per quod 
Deus perfecit conditionem, in hoc et salutem his qui in condi- 
tione sunt preestitit hominibus: sic inchoavit in ea que est 
secundum evangelium doctrina: In principio erat Verbum, 
et Verbum erat apud Deum, et Deus erat Verbum: hoc erat in 
principio apud Deum. Omnia per ipsum facta sunt: et sine wpso 
factum est nihil, quod factum est. Iren. adv. hey. lib. i. c. 11. 
§ 8, 9. p. 184. | 

4, "Eoruy 6 Yioe rov Ocod Adyog rod Iarpoc, év idéa cat évep- 
yeia. lpdc avrov yap cal dv abrot mdytTa éyéveTo, Evdg OvToOC 
vov Ilarpdc cai rov Yiot. Athenag. Legat. § ix. p. 38. 

5. Si homo tantummodo Christus, quomodo wisibilia et in- 
visibilia, throni, virtutes, et dominationes, per ipsum et in wpso, 
creata esse referuntur: cum virtutes ccelestes per hominem 
fieri non potuerint, quee ante hominem ipsum esse debuerint ? 
Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 610. 

6. Verbum caro factus habitavit in nobis: ex nobis hic 
Christus, non homo tantum quia hominis filius, sed etiam Deus 
quia Dei Filius comprobatur. 

Quod si et primogeniius omnis creature ab apostolo dictus 
sit Christus ; nisi quoniam, secundum divinitatem, ante omnem 
creaturam ex Patre Deo Sermo processit? Quod nisi ita he- 
retici acceperint, Christum hominem primogenitum omnis crea- 
turee monstrare cogentur: quod facere non poterunt. 

Aut igitur ante omnem est creaturam, ut primogenitus sit 
omni creature ; et non homo est tantum, quia homo post om- 
nem creaturam est: aut homo tantum est; et est post omnem 
creaturam. 

Et quomodo primogenitus est omnis creature: nisi quoniam 
dum Verbum illud, quod est ante omnem creaturam et ideo 
primogenitus omnis creaturee, caro fit, et habitat in nobis ; hoc 
est adsumit hunc hominem, qui est post omnem creaturam, et 
sic cum illo et in illo habitat in nobis, ut neque homo Christo 


subtrahatur, neque divinitas negetur ? 
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Nam, si tantummodo ante omnem creaturam est, homo in illo 
subtractus est: si autem tantummodo homo est, divinitas, quee 
ante omnem creaturam est, intercepta est. 

Utrumque ergo in Christo confoederatum est, et utrumque 
conjunctum est, et utrumque connexum est. Novat. de Trin. 
in Oper. Tertull. p. 611, 612. 

7. Cum manifestum sit omnia esse facta per Christum: aut 
ante omnia est, quoniam omnia per ipsum; et merito et Deus 
est: aut, quia homo est, post omnia est; et merito per ipsum 
nihil factum est. 

Sed, nihil per ipsum factum esse, non possumus dicere; cum 
animadvertamus, omnia per ipsum facta esse, seriptum. 

Non ergo post omnia est; id est, non homo tantum est, qui 
post omnia est: sed et Deus; quoniam Deus ante omnia est. 
Ante omnia est enim, quia per ipsum omnia: ne, si homo tan- 
tum, nihil per ipsum ; aut, si omnia per tpsum, non homo tan- 
tum; quoniam, si homo tantum, non omnia per ipsum, imo nihil 
per ipsum. 

Quid ergo respondent, nihil per ipsum, ut homo sit tantum @ 
Quomodo ergo omnia per ipsum ? 

Ergo non homo tantummodo est, sed et Deus; siquidem 
omnia sunt per upsum: ut merito intelligere debeamus, nec 
hominem esse Christum tantummodo qui est post omnia, sed et 
Deum cum per ipsum facta sint omnia. Novat. de Trin. in 
Oper. Tertull. p. 609. 

8. Kat, rept rovrou © év roic dywrépw, we év Extroun, TOVE TAC 
Kédoov karnyopiac eipnrat’ év ol¢ dmedeixvuTo 6 mdone Kricewc 
TPwroroKoc, dvernooco copa Kat Wuxiv dvOowrivyy’ Kai Ore 6 
Oedc Evereiharo wept TOY TOCVUTWY Ev Kéopo, Kal éxridOn Kal Gre 
6 Tv évrodjy Aafwv 6 Oedc Adyoe jy. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. i. 
p. 79. 

9. Ob pdvog O€ péyac Ka’ Hpac Eorty 6 TOY Bwy OEde Kal 
Ilarijp* perédwkeyap éavrov Kal rig peyadedrnroc TO povoyevet 
Kal mpwrordKw mwaong Kricewc? ty’, Eikwy. ad’Tog TUyKXavwY Tov 
doparov Ocov, Kat Ev TH peyeber oly TH eikdva Tov Ilarpdc. Od 


. Lr Pa vats is / e4 ef ° fe pee a dh?) 
yuo OLOVY T NV, ELVA TUPPLETOOV (iy OUTWC Ovopidow) Kat KAANYV 
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eikOva Tov coparou Oeov, pen) Kat Tov peyeVoug maoioradoay rH 
eixova. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. vi. p. 323. 

10. Xpeta 0€ 7H pédAXOvTe ic Tatra héyey KadOe, iva wept 
Xpioriay@y arodoyHonrar, évrperouévwy cdo Te oéfJery, Tape 
TOY émt wdot Ody, Kal roy mowToToKoy maone Kricewe Adyov 
avrov. Orig, cont. Cels. lib. vii. p. 378. 

11. ’Evet dvOpwroe pév éoriy 6 e@robarvwr, ovk Hy O€ tvOowroc 
y ANjDera, Kat i Lopia, cai ) Kiphyn, cat  Accacootyn, cal wept 
ov yéypamrat Ode ty 6 Adyoc' ovk dwéBavey 6 Ode Adyoe, Kat 
9 ANHGera, katy Lodia, Kal  Accauwoovyyn? dveridexroc yup Hh eikav 
rov Oeov Tov dopdrov, mpwrdtoKug maone Kricewc, Oavarov. Orig. 
Comment. in Johan. Oper. vol. ii. p. 363. Vide etiam Ibid. 
pe 61562: 

12. Ody we of roinTai Kat pvboypddat déEyovow viove Dewy eK 
ovvovalac ‘yevvwplévouc, AAN we ddAHOELta dunyeirat, roy Adyor 
TOV OvTa ClawayToc Evoiaberov év Kapdia Oecd. Ipod yap re yé- 
vecOat, rovroy eixe svuPovdory, Eavrov Novy Kal Dpdovnoww ovra. 
“Orore 01) H0éAnoEV 6 Oede Tovjoat Goa éEBovAEboaTo, TovTOY TOY 
Aoyov éyévynoe ToogpopiKoy, TpwrdroKxoy done Kricewc’ Ov KEYW- 
Bete adroc Tov Adyov, d\da Adyor yevyhoac, Kal Ty AMoyw av- 
Tov Ovamayroc jptdov. “Obey dwddoKovory Hoac al aya yoagai, 
Kal WAVTEC OL mvevparodopo, é& wv *Llwavyye Aéyer "Ev doyy 
jv 6 Adyoe, Kal 6 Adyoe hy mo0c TOV OEedv' Oetkvuc, Ore ev Tpw- 


cet 


Tow pdvoe iy 6 Oece, kal €v ad’r@ 6 Adyoo. “Ereira Néyert Kal 
Oevc iv 6 Adyoo’ wdyra ov abrov éyévero, Kal Xwpic ab’rou éyé- 
vero ovoe vy. Theoph. ad Autol. lib. ii. § 22. p. 365. 

13. Ipo0c ove cal eiroe ay ree? 7O, pupokivovvor avOowrot, moi- 
Ha & TPwroToKos TaaNe KTioEwC, O EK ydorpo¢ 70 Ewoddpov yev- 
ynbetc, 0 cimwy we Xodia, pd d& wrdvrwy Bovvev yevrg HES 
Kai wodd\ayov d¢ rév Delwy Noylwy yeyevyijcbat, @AN ov yeyo- 
vévat, Tov Yidv Neydpevov evpoe Tee ety" op wv Karapavec édéy- 
xovrat Ta Wevdn wepl ric ro Kupiov yervhoewe brodapdvorrec, 
ot Toinow avrov riy Oelay Kal Uppynroy yévynow déyely TOAP@Y- 
vec. Dionys. Roman. cont. Sabell. apud Athan. Epist. de Sy- 
nod. Nic. cont. her. Arian. decret. Oper. vol. i. p. 422. 


a] / : ~ , X of 
14, Téyparrav Ta wayra, ov avrov Kal cic abroy, exriorat 


a 
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Otrw dé we ddynPGe Svroe Kal EveoyodrToc, be Adyou tpa Kai 
Osov" ov ob 6 ILarjo mdvra remoinxey, ovy we ot dpydyvov, ove 
wc OL értarhpne dvuTooTtarov' yevyhoavrocg pev tov Larpde roy 
Yiov we Cooay évépyeay Kai évuTdorarov, évepyovvra Ta rdyvra 
év mao. Concil. Antioch. Epist. ad Paul. Samos. apud Routh. 
Rel. Sacr. vol. ii. p. 466. Labb. Concil. vol. i. p. 841. 

15. Christum primogenitum esse, et ipsum esse Sapientiam 
Dei, per quem omnia facta sint.—Item Paulus ad Colossenses : 
Que est mago Dei invisibilis, et primogenitus totius creature. 
Cyprian. ady. Jud. lib. ii. § 1. Oper. vol. i. p. 31, 32, 


LAE La A. Le 
CoLoss: nl. 9: 


id be , 9 b) ~ ~ ~ \ i; ~ ra) - 
Tl KQL EV AUTW KQATOLKEL TAaAV TO 7 OWUAa THC EOTNTOC 


FWMATIKWC. 


~ N\ ~ 
1. ‘O Harjo ébavépwoev piv rov ovra ody abre det Xocoror, 


EV @ KaTOKKEL TAY TO TANPwpA Tic OedrynToc cwparuKGe. 


*© a 


Lf ~ 

’"Akovere, Hc héveEt TO fLvoTijolov 0 LEp0C amdarohocg Ilatdoe, 
TO ydo owpartkéc Karotkety rov Larégoa cal ro Ilvetua éy ro 
TO yao PariKOc KAT TEOO pa Ev TO 
Xpusro. 

"Exreton) odo§ yéyovey 6 Adyoe 6 Xp.ordc, ov mapa 70 yevéeoOar 
ovv coma Tov X OV, OUK € s ) Tlarno rov ywousOnvat ro 

vy copa Tov Xotoroy, ovK Eravéarn O Ilario Tov ywocbfjvar ré 

/ , \ e , / Ps \ , e of 
yevopévy aapki? Lap§ 6 Adyoe yéyove’ cat dsixvuay, Ore drper- 
is \ / \ 3X oh \ ae fi e 
toc 6 Xouotoce yevopevoc caps, det cvvatdwe Oy Tov yevyhnoayroc 
év abr@ Karouet Tay TO TAHPwWpA Tic OedrnToc owparikic. Dio- 
nys. Alex. adv. Paul. Samos. quest. vil. Oper. p. 259. 
~ 3 \ ~ 
2. Tov d€ Yiov rapa 7@ Tlarpl, dvra Ody prey cal Kupioy rv 
~ e / e \ Of ~ ‘ 5] , > > ~ 

yevvntev aravrwy, veo o€ ro’ Larpoc drooradévra e& ovparvir, 

\ pe > , 
Kal capkwOévra éeynvOpwrnkevat. 

Avdrep Kal 70 €k Tie mapBEvov cHpa, ywpijcay ray TO TANPWLA 


THS Oeornroc cwpmarikwc, TH Oeorynrt drpérrwc ivwrac Kat reOeo- 
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Tolnrat ov xdoLy, 6 avToc Oede Kal aAvOpwroe *Inaove Xprorde. 
Concil. Antioch. Epist. ad Paul. Samos. apud Routh. Rel. 
Sacr. vol. il. p. 473. 


TE XT, XXXIL 
1 Tim. ii. 16. 


Kai duoX\oyoupévwe péiya ort TO rie evoeSelac pvo- 
Thotov’ Osd¢e epavepwOn ev capkl, eucawwOn ev wvedpart, 
woOn ayyérore, éxnpbyOn év EOveowv, ériatebOn ev Kdouy, 
avery pOn év dd&y. 


1. Iléc¢ ov épavepwOn roig aiwow 3— Mac deapoc Hpavilero 
Kaklac, ayvowa kaOnpeiro, Tadard Paocirela drepOelpero, Oeod ay- 
Bowrivwc pavepwpévov cic Kavdrnra didlov Cwijc. Ignat. Epist. 
ad Ephes. § xix. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. ii. p. 16. 

2, Eic iarpdc éoriv capKkikde Te Kal mvevpaTiKoc, yevynrog Kal 
9 la E NX - \ SY U le 2 ~ 
AYEVYNTOS, EV GapKl yevOuevoc Oedc,—-Kal €k Mapiac cal éx Ozov. 
Ignat. Epist. ad Ephes. § vii. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. ii. p. 13. 

3. ‘O 0€, dua yevécewe,—gary Ode év capKiw, THY Ovvapy 
évoecxvipjrevoc. Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. vi. Oper. p. 684. 

4, Ot moro Noytabévrec bx’ adbrov Eyvwoay Tarpdc pevoTio.a* 
ov yao aéarerte Adyor, iva Kéopw dary Oc, bd aod art- 

Xap t yor, ty Hm davy* oc, 
pacbelc, dua atoordAwy KnpvyOele, Iwd EOVGY éEmtorevOn. Odroc 
0am apxiic'—obroc 6 dei. Epist. ad Diognet. in Oper. Justin. 
p-. 387. 

5. [eorevowper ovy, kara thy mapaddoow rey aroorddwy, Ore 
Oz0c Adyoc ax’ obpavéy karidOev cic rHy dylay wapbévoy Ma- 
plav* iva, capkwbele é& airiic, NaBwy oé Kal Woxny iv avOow- 

, \ \ / \ U er > \ of , 
mivny, Noyucy O€ AEyw, yeyovwe wavra boa éorly ayOpwroc, cwoy 
TOV TWENTWKOTA, Kal agbapciay avOowrotg mapdoyn Toic moTEv- 
ovo ext TO Ovopa abvrov. 


~ “yf o) ~ ~ / 13 
Ey raow oby drocdédeckrae Hiv rig ddnBeiac Adyoc, Ore ic 
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\ e 


2 Ef 7 / 4 © \ 7 > , « 
éariy O Ilario, ob mapeore Adyoc, ov ov Ta ravTa éxoinoey’ Oy, 
e / ~ \ of 5) , b J e \ 
voTépotc Katpoic, KaNwe Elzapley dywrepw, ArEoTELrNEY O Ilarno 
mo0¢ owrnpiay dvOparur. 

Otro, dua Népov Kat Iloopnraey, exnpvyOn maperdpevoc cic TOY 
ae 9 et xe / ? U . ~ \ N 
Koopov. Kal? ov ovy rpdroy éxnpiyOn, kara rovroy Kat Tapwyr 
Bes , e X > ¥ ve ’ , | 7 
edavepwoev eauToy ek TapJevov Kat ‘Ayiov Ivevparoc, kawvoc ay- 
Jowrroc VEvopevoc, TO pev ovpavioy EXwy TO TATOWMOV WE Aoyoe, 
70 O€ émiyeloy we &K TadaLou "Adap duce mapbévov oaoKoUpevoc. 

Odvroc, to0eAOwy Eic Kdopov, Od évy owpmare EpavepwOn, ay- 
Qowroc réXetoc TooEAOWY. Hippolyt. cont. Noet. c. 17. Oper. 
vol. ii. p. 18, 19. 

6. Etc éorivy 6 Xpuaroc, 6 Oy év tw Ilarpt cuvatcuc Adyoc’ 
e\ > ~ / bg X \ e s' / \ 
Ev UTOU TPOTwTOY, AopaToc OEdc, Kal OOaTOE yEVvOpEvoc. OEdC 

‘ > , bd \ V4 > \ et) ~ \ 
yao epavepwOn Ev capki, yevopevoc Ek yuvatkoc 6 Ek Oeov Iarodc 
yevynGeic. Dionys. Alex. Epist. adv. Paul. Samos. Oper. 
p. 211. 

[Si, in commate 16, legendum sit, juxta nonnullos, dc, potius 
quam Qeoc: mens luci totius, nihilominus, prorsus immota 
manebit: vocula oc in commate 16, ad antecedens O<ov in com- 
mate 15, necessario scilicet, ad hunc modun, referente. 

‘Bay dé Boadive, iva eidne mc det Ev olkw OEOY dvaoroé- 
pecbar (ijrte Early éxxAnola Oeod Lwvroc, aridoc Kal edpalwpa 

~ * , \ e , , > \ \ ~ > , 
Tic adAnOeiac? Kal dpooyoupévwc péya earl TO Tie evoePeiac 
fivoriowoy*), OX édavepwOn év capKi, edikarwOyn év TvEevpare, 
OG0n cdyyédote, ExnpdyOn év EOveowv, éExtoredOyn év Koopo, dve- 
AjjgOn év Oden. 

Partem commatis 16 posteriorem verti, Quz im carne mani- 
festatus est, ille in spiritu justificatus est, Greecee Lingue idi- 
oma, nisi perquam barbaré, omnino vetat. Si enim talis fuisset 

° e ° ea ,’ 7 , \ > re 
mens apostoli, scripsisset, non 0¢ égavepwOn Ev capkl, EducacwOn 


’ l qs: \ , ’ ’ > 1 
ev rvevpart, sed 6 év capkl davepwOete EduKawOn év mvevpare. | 
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TEXT XXXIII. 
Hes. i. 8. 


¢ ~ 
Ilpdc 8 réov Yidv' ‘O Oodvoe cov, 6 Osbe, Ele TOV alwva 
00c ’ C) 


TOU aiwvoc. 


1. Kai, tapa rov voobpevoy rountiy Toy Odwy, dddoC.-TLC KUpL- 
odoyeirat bro tov ‘Aylov Lvebparoc’ ov podvoy dé dua Mwoéwe, 
ad\Xa Kai dvd Aafio. 

Kal yao, ov éxeivov, cipnrav’ Aéyer 6 Kipwoc ro Kvuplw pov, 
KaOov ék dektv pov, Ewe dy O06 Tove éxOpove cov Urorddwoy THY 
TOOWY Gov’ we TOCELpNKa. 

Kal radu, év ddAore Ad youc’ “O Opdvoc cov, 6 Oedc, Eig TOY 
aidva Tov aidvoc. ‘Pafdog evOdrnToc } paBdoe Tie Pacireiac 
cov. “Hyamrnoac dtkaocvryny, kat éuionoac dvopiay. Ata rovro, 
éxptaé ae 6 Oedc, 6 Ode cov, Ehatoy dyadArdoewe Tapa Tove 
PeTOXOVG ood. 

Ei ovy kal ddAov teva Oeoroyetv Kai Kvptodoyety ro Ivetpa 70 
“Ayuy guré tpete rapa roy Llarépa rév dhwy Kal Tov Xproroy 
avrov, droxpivacbé po. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. 
p. 215. 

2. ‘O Opdvoe cov, 6 OEdc, Eic TOY aiwva Tov aidvoc.— 

"Ort yovr kat tpockuyyrdc Eote Kal Osdc Kal Xprordc bro row 
Tatra TommoarvTos paprupovpevoc, Kal ot Adyot ovToL dtappHony 
onpaivovor. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 223. 

3. Neque enim Dominus, neque Spiritus Sanctus, neque 
apostoli, eum, qui non esset Deus, definitivé et absolute Dewm 
nominassent aliquando, nisi esset verus Deus : neque Dominum 
appellassent aliquem ex sua persona, nisi, qui dominatur omnium 
Deum Patrem, et Filium ejus qui dominium accepit a Patre 
suo omnis conditionis ; quemadmodum_habet illud: Dzazt Do- 
minus Domino meo; Sede a dextris meis, quoadusque ponam 
animicos tuos scabellum pedum tuorum. Patrem enim Filio col- 


loquutum ostendit: qui et dedit ei hereditatem gentium, et 
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subjecit ei omnes inimicos. Verde igitur cum Pater sit Dominus, 
et Filius veré sit Dominus, merito Spiritus Sanctus Domini ap- 
pellatione signavit eos, 

Et iterum, in eversione Sodomitarum, Scriptura ait: Fé 
pluit Dominus (Heb. Jehovah ) super Sodomam et Gomorrham 
ignem et sulphur a Domino (Heb. Jehovah) de ceelo. Filium 
enim hie significat, qui et Abrahe conloquutus sit, et a Patre 
accepisse potestatem ad judicandum Sodomitas propter iniqui- 
tatem eorum. 

Similiter habet illud: Sedes tua, Deus, in eternum. Virga 
directionis, virga regni tui. Dilexisti Jjustitiam, et odisti iniqui- 
tatem: propterea, unxit te Deus, Deus tuus. Utrosque enim 
Dei appellatione significavit Spiritus ; et eum qui ungitur Filium, 
et eum qui ungit (id est) Patrem. 

Kt iterum: Deus stetit in synagoga deorum ; in medio autem 
deos discernit. De Patre et Filio, et de his qui adoptionem 
perceperunt, dicit. Hi autem sunt Ecclesia: hee enim est 
synagoga Dei, quam Deus, hoc est Filius ipse, per semetipsum 
collegit. 

De quo iterum dicit: Deus deorum Dominus (Heb. Jehovah ) 
loquutus est, et vocavit terram. Quis Deus, de quo dixit: Deus 
manifesté veniet, Deus noster ; et non silebit ? Hoc est Filius: 
qui, secundum manifestationem hominibus, advenit ; qui dicit 
palam, Apparui his qui me non querunt. Quorum autem deo- 
rum, quibus dicit: Ego dixt; Dii estis, et filii Altissimi omnes? 
Hi scilicet, qui adoptionis gratiam adepti sunt, per quem cla- 
mamus, Abba Pater. 

Nemo igitur alius, quemadmodum preedixi, Deus nominatur, 
aut Dominus appellatur, nisi qui est omnium Deus et Dominus; 
qui et Moysi dixit; Lgo sum, qui sum ; et sic dices filiis Israel, 
Qui est misit me ad vos: et hujus Filius Jesus Christus Dominus 
noster, qui filios Dei facit credentes in nomen suum. Tren. adv. 
heer. lib. iii. c. 6. p. 174, 175. 

4. Ceeterum ubique teneo unam substantiam in tribus cohe- 
rentibus. Tamen alium dicam oportet ex necessitate sensus, 
eum qui jubet, et eum qui facit. Nam nec Juberet si ipse 

VOL. I. Bb 
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faceret, dum juberet fieri per eum. ‘Tamen jubebat, haud sibi 
jussurus si unus esset ; aut sine jussu facturus, quia non expec- 
tasset ut sibi juberet. 

Ergo, inquis, si Deus dixit, et Deus fecit; si alius Deus 
dixit, et alius fecit: duo Dii preedicantur. 

Si tam durus es, puta interim: et, ut adhuc amplius hoc 
putes, accipe et in psalmo duos Deos dictos. Thronus tuus, 
Deus, in evum : virga regni tui. Dilexisti justitiam, et odistt 
iniquitatem: propterea unaxit te Deus, Deus tuus. Siad Deum 
loquitur, et unctum Deum a Deo affirmat: sed hic duos Deos 
pro virga regni tui. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 9. Oper. p. 413. 

5. Quod Deus Christus.—Item in psalmo xliv: Thronus 
tuus, Deus, in secula seculorum. Virga equitatis, virga regm 
tui. Dilexisti justitiam, et odistr iniquitatem : propterea unxit 
te Deus, Deus tuus, oleo exultationis, super participes tuos. 
Cyprian. adv. Jud. lib. ii. § 6. Oper. vol. i. p. 34, 35. 

6. Iapabécbar de Kal Tac mpodyretac, Tov av Elin? doxet 0 
éxl rov mapdyTog TO dro TOU TEGoapOKOGTOU Kal TEeTAPTOU adpov, 
e See , \ o/ 7 \ 9DNV e \ ~ 3 
oc K@t ETLYVEYVOATTAL TOOC cAAote ELVaL KAL Or) UTEO TOU ayaTy= 
Tov, tvOa Kat Oed¢e dynydpevrar cadsc, dia TovTwy' "EEexvOn 7 

é ? "4 I ° ~ ~ 9 t , e \ bf ps 
yaoi EY yetheot Gov Ova TOTO EVAOYNGE GE O OéEOC Eig TOY 
aiwva. 

Ilpdoxec 0° émtpedwe ToIc Lic, Eva Oedc eipnrar. ‘O Opdvog 
cov, yao ono, O Oede, ele tov aidya Tov aiw@voc. ‘PaBdoc ev- 
Odrnroc, i) paf3doe THe Baotrelacg cov. “Hyamnoac OLKALOOVYNY, 

N 2 eee 2 sf . x ~ of Z ie \ e t i 
Kal Eulonoac avopiay duct TOUTO ExpLOE GE O OEdc, 0 OEog aov, 
of 9 ef \ \ , 
éhatoy ayadAtaoewe, TAA TOV METOXOVE Ov. 

Kal caravdet, dre Oh dpurov 6 xpopyrne, ov 6 Opdvoc early 
cic TOY alwva TOU ai@voc, Kal Pafdoc evOdTNTOS H papooe ric Paat- 
Aelac adrov, rovroyv rov Oedy noe Kexpicbae vd Ocod, Oc €or 

9 ~ 1 are y VX? \ a » lA ’ ~. ve. 
avrov Ocdc* Kexpto0ar O€, Emel TAA TOVC fMETOKXOVE aUTOU" OUTOS 
“Hydrnoe Oucavociyny, Kat éuioncey dvopiay. Orig. cont. Cels. 
lib. 1. p. 43. 

7. Oc & dy dyridynra ov Yidv rod Ood Oedy pur) eivae mp0 
KaraPodae Kéapou morevery Kat dpohoyeiv, pdokwy Ovo Oeove 


\ ~ ~ x ~ 5 
karayyédreo0at édy 6 Vide rov Oeod Ode Knpvoonrar, rovroy ad-= 


NUMB. I. | OF TRINITARIANISM. 371 


NOrploy Tov ékKANOLaGTLKOY KaVOVOE? Hyobpeba® Kal raoae ai xa- 
Dodtkal éexkAynolar cvupgwvovory ypiv. Ieot yd rovrov yéyparrae’ 
"O Opévoe cov, 6 Oece, cic aidva aidvoc. Concil. Antioch. Epist. 
ad Paul. Samos. apud Routh. Rel. Sacr. vol. ii. p. 466. 

8. Factus est, et Dei Filius per Spiritum, et hominis per 
carnem: idest, et Deus et homo. Deivirtus in eo, ex operibus 
quee fecit, apparuit: fragilitas hominis, ex passione quam per- 
tulit; quam cur susceperit, paulo post docebo. Interim, et 
Deum fuisse et hominem, ex utroque genere permistum, pro- 
phetis vaticinantibus discimus——Item David, in psalmo xliv: 
Thronus tuus, Deus, in secula seculorum. Lactant. Instit. lib. IV. 
§ 13. p. 388, 


DIPSET XK TVG 
Hes. ii. 7, 8, 9. 


> , 7 3 : 
HAdrrwoac avrov Boayt TL Tao ayyéAouc dd&y Kat 
=> ly ees. x ? ee BN SPA \oo 
TYULN EOTEPAVWOUC avTOV, Kal KaTéoTHOUac avTOV eal Ta Eoya 
~ ~ if 7 , ~ ~ 
Twv xXEowv oov. L[lavta wrera’ac vroKkdtw rev roswy 
b) ~ >? \ rae JC Ape > ~ \ , Os > ~ 
avTov. Ev yao tw vroragat avTw Ta TavTa, Overy adiiKEev 
~ ~ - ~ ~ 
auT@ avuTorakrov' vuv O& odTw OpOMEY av’TW Ta TdvTa 
€ , A \ os i 2A? , b) 
uToreraypéva’ tov 6: Boaxd zt Tap ayyéX\ove jAaTTw- 
> od \ , ~ / 
évov DAégrouev “Inoovv, dia ro TAONUa Tod Oavdrov, dé&n 
be 3 nu 5) t 
eee = > = , es Ke , a) ~ € XQ \ 
Kal TY eaTEpavwpévov’ Swe ydolTe OEod UTEO TaVTOG 
, 
yebonrat Gavarov. 


1. Dictusest quidem Magni consili Angelus, id est, Nuncius : 
officil, non nature, vocabulo. Magnum enim cogitatum Patris, 
super hominis scilicet restitutione, annunciaturus seculo erat. 

Non ideo tamen sic angelus inteligendus, ut Gabriel aut 
Michael. Nam et Filius, a Domino vineee, mittitur ad cultores, 
sicut et famuli, de fructibus petitum. Sed non propterea unus 


ex famulis deputabitur Filius, quia famulorum successit officio. 
Bb2 
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Facilius ergo dicam, si forte ipsum Filium angelum, id est, 
nuncium Patris, quam angelum in Filo. 

Sed, quum de Filio ipso sit pronunciatum ; Minuisti eum 
modico quid citra angelos: quomodo videbitur angelum induisse, 
sic infra angelos diminutus, dum homo fit, qua caro et anima et 
filius hominis? Qua autem Spiritus Dei et Virtus Altissimi, 
non potest infra angelos haberi, Deus scilicet et Dei Filius. 
Quanto ergo, dum hominem gestat, minor angelis factus est : 
tanto nondum angelum gestat. Tertull. de carn. Christ. § 10, 
Oper. p. 32. ; 

2, Nam et profitemur, Christum semper egisse in Dei Patris 
nomine, ipsum ab initio conversatum, ipsum congressum cum 
patriarchis et prophetis, Filium Creatoris, Sermonem ejus, quem 
ex semetipso proferendo Filium fecit, ut exinde omni disposi- 
tioni suze voluntatique przefecit, diminuens illum modico citra 
angelos, sicut apud eum scriptum est: qua diminutione, in hee 
quoque dispositus est a Patre, quee ut humana reprehenditis, 
ediscens jam inde a primordio, jam inde hominem, quod erat 
‘futurus in fine. Tertull. adv. Marcion. lib. ii. § 21. Oper. 
p. 189. 


TEXT XXXV. 
Reva 8 lle xxited 2. 


, N Q 9 
"Ey siueto A kat ro Q, apx7) Kat tédoc, Aéyet 6 Kbpuoc, 
ig N CN ¢ zo \ ct 3 4 ¢ Sf. >) , 
6 mv kal 6 tv Kal 6 éoyouEvocg, 6 mavToKpatwp. Eyw 
“f A ~ 
cit TO A kat to Q, 6 TOWTOG Kal 6 Ecyaroc. "Eye ELput 


. <5 > - 
70 A kal 70 Q, apxy Kal tédoc, 6 TewTOC Kal 6 EoxaToc. 


1. Pater quidem invisibilis, de quo et Dominus dixit: Deum 
nemo vidit unquam. 

Verbum autem ejus, quemadmodum volebat ipse, et ad utili- 
tatem videntium claritatem monstrabat Patris, et dispositiones 
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exponebat. Quemadmodum et Dominus dixit: Unigenitus 
Deus qui est in sinu Patris, ipse enarravit. 

Et ipse interpretatur Patris Verbum, utpote dives et multus 
existens, non in una figura nec in uno charactere videbatur 
videntibus eum, sed secundum dispensationem ejus causas sive 
efficaciam, sicut in Daniele scriptum est. 

Aliquando enim cum his, qui erant circa Ananiam, Azariam, 
Mizaelem, videbatur ; assistens eis in fornace ignis et in camino, 
et liberans eos de igne. L¢ visio,inquit, quarti similis Filio 
Dei. 

Rursum hic idem videbitur, quasi Filius hominis, in nubibus 
cceli veniens, et appropinquans ad Veterem dierum, et sumens 
ab eo universam potestatem et gloriam et regnum. Lt potestas, 
inquit, ejus potestas eterna ; et regnum ejus non interibit. 

Sed et Joames, Domini discipulus, in Apocalypsi, sacerdo- 
talem et gloriosum regni ejus videns adventum, Conversus sum, 
inquit, videre vocem que loquebatur mecum: et conversus vidi 
septem candelabra aurea, et inter candelabra similem Filio 
hominis. Joanne vero non sustinente visionem, Et cecidi enim, 
inquit, ad pedes ejus quasi mortuus (ut fieret quod scriptum est, 
Nemo vidit Deum, et vivet): et vivificans eum Verbun, et ad- 
monens quoniam ipse est in cujus pectore recumbebat ad coenam 
Interrogans quis esset qui inciperet eum tradere, et dicebat ; 
Ego sum primus et novissimus, et qui vivo et fui moriuus, et ecce 
vivo in secula seculorum, et habeo claves mortis et inferorum. 
Iren. adv. heer. lib. iv. c. 37.§ 11, 12. p. 270. 

2. Kat oy ob yéverac drexvic Ev we Ev, OvOE TOAAA He EPN, O 
Yidc? dAN we mdyra éy. “EvOev cat wdyra* Kicdoc yao 0 avroe 
TaswY TWY CuvapEwy Eic Ev Eiiouuévwy Kal Evoupévwy. Ace 
Tovro, "AXga Kal ’Quéya 6 Adyoe eipnrat’ ov podvov 70 rédoe 
dpxn ylverar, Kal redevTG@ Taw Ext Thy dvwOey doyiy, ovdapod 
duorac AaBoy. Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. iv. Oper. p. 537. 

3. Ovrwe kal abroe eipnrar 6 Kipwe “Adda cal ’OQpuéya, apy?) 
Kal TéNoe, ov ov Ta wayvra eyevero, Kal Kwole avrou Evyever TO ovce 
év. Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. iv. Oper. p. 684. 

4, Interim hic mihi promotum sit responsum adversus id, 
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quod et de Apocalypsi Joannis proferunt ; E'go Dominus, qui est 
et qui fuit et venit, Omnipotens : et sicubi alibi Dei Omnipotentis 
appellationem non putant etiam Filio convenire, quasi qui ven- 
turus sit Omnipotens, cum et Filius Omnipotentis tam Omni- 
potens sit Dei Filius, quam Deus Dei Filius. 

Sed hance societatem nominum paternorum in Filio ne facile 
perspiciant, perturbat illos scriptura, si quando unicum Deum 
statuit : quasi non eadem et Deos et Dominos duos proposuerit, 
ut supra ostendimus. Ergo, quia duos et unum, inquiunt, in- 
venimus : ideo ambo unus atque idem, et Filius, et Pater. 

Porro non periclitatur scriptura, ut illi de tua argumentatione 
succurras, ne sibi contraria videatur. Habet rationem, et quum 
unicum Deum statuit, et quum duos Patrem et Filium ostendit : 
et sufficit sibi. Filium nominari ab ea constat. Salvo enim 
Filio, recté unicum Deum potest determinasse, cujus est Filius. 
Non enim desinit esse, qui habet Filium, ipse unicus : suo sci- 
licet nomine, quotiens sine Filio nominatur. Sine Fillo autem 
nominatur, quum principaliter determinatur ut prima persona 
quee ante Filii nomen erat proponenda: quia Pater ante cog- 
noscitur, et post Patrem Filius nominatur. Igitur unus Deus 
Pater, et absque eo alius non est. Quod ipse inferens, non 
Filium negat, sed alium Deum. Ceeterum alius a Patre Filius 
non est. 

Sermone ejus coeli firmati sunt: et, Spiritu ejus, omnes virtus 
eorum. Et Sermo autem Virtus et Sophia, ipse erit Dei Filius. 
Ita, si per Filium omnia, coelum quoque per Filium extendens, 
non solus extendit, nisi illa ratione qua ceteris solus. 

Hic est Filius meus dilectus: hunc audite. Ita, Filium sub- 
jungens, ipse interpretator est, quomodo ccelum solus extende- 
rit: scilicet, cum Filio solus, sicut cum Filio unum. 

Proinde et Filii erit Vox, Extendi coelum solus: quia Ser- 
mone cceli confirmati sunt. Quia, Sophia in Sermone adsis- 
tente, paratum est coelum, et omnia per Sermonem facta sunt : 
competit et Filium solum extendisse coelum, quia solus opera- 
tioni Patris ministravit. 

Idem erit dicens: H.go primus, et in superventura ego sum. 
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Primum scilicet omnium Sermo: Jn principio erat Sermo; in 
quo principio prolatus a Patre est. Ceterum Pater, non 
habens initium, ut a nullo prolatus, ut innatus, non potest 
videri. Qui solus fuit semper, ordinem habere non potuit. 

Igitur, si propter ea eundem et Patrem et Filium credendum 
putaverunt, ut unum Deum vindicent: salva est unio ejus, qui, 
quum sit unus, habeat et Filium, zequé et ipsum eisdem scrip- 
turis comprehensum.  ‘Tertull. adv. Prax. § 12, 14. Oper. 
p- 418, 419. Vide etiam Tertull. de monogam. § 5. Oper. 
p. 573, 574. 

5. Quod Deus Christus.—Item in Apocalypsi: Hgo sum A 
et Q, enitium et finis. Ego sitienti dabo de fonte aque vite 
gratis. Qui vicerit, possidebit ea et eorum hereditatem : et ero 
ejus Deus, et alle erit mihi Filius. Cyprian. adv. Jud. lib. ii. 
§ 6. Oper. vol. 1. p. 34, 35, 36. Vide etiam Orig. Comment. in 
Joan. Oper. .vol.,ii. p.»5,,19, -21,, 31, 32,. 33. 


Dr. Priestley, it will be recollected, lays it down, as AN IN- 
CONTROVERTIBLE FAcT: that, In the early times of the Church, 
the Scriptures were constantly read, by persons better qualified 
to understand the language of them than we at this time can 
pretend to be, WITHOUT SUGGESTING ANY SUCH NOTIONS OF THE 
DIVINITY OR THE PREEXISTENCE OF CHRIST AS ARE NOW SUPPOSED 
TO BE CLEARLY CONTAINED IN THEM. 

And, on the alleged racr thus without hesitation placed 
before us, that remarkable Historian, it will further be recol- 
lected, observes: that The racr im question will neigh much 
with those, who are apt to lay great stress on the usual construct- 
10n Of SOME PARTICULAR TEXTS. 

It may also be useful to remember: that This same racr is 
msinuated, or more than msinuated, both by Mr. Belsham and 
by Dr. Carpenter. For, in reference to the texts litigated be- 
tween modern Trinitarians and modern Antitrinitarians, they 
distinctly intimate : that What we may deem THE NATURAL SIG- 
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NIFICATION OF WORDS AND PHRASES was, in truth, Nor the sig- 
nification annexed to them by men who lived during the early 
ages of the Church. 

I. Now, that the ract, alleged or imsinuated with more or 
less broadness by these three writers, ought, were it a real 
Fact, to weigh much with every candid inquirer after truth, I 
will readily allow. But, in sooth, the rea/ racr turns out to be 
precisely the reverse of the alleged Fact. 

1. In the early times of the Church, so far were the parti- 
CULAR TEXTS in question from NoT suggesting any such notions 
of the divinity or the preéxistence of Christ, as are now, by 
modern Trinitarians, supposed to be clearly contained in them: 
that we INVARIABLY find them suggesting, in the early times of 
the Church, precisely the same notions on those important 
points, as, in these later times, they still contenue to suggest. 

With singular unanimity, the ecclesiastical writers, who 
flourished anterior to the first Council of Nice (for, among these, 
exclusively of their modern postnicene successors, our inquiry 
into early interpretations must obviously be conducted), at- 
ways, so far at least as I have observed, understood and 
expounded the PARTICULAR TEXTS, noé as Dr. Priestley and his 
associates would understand and expound them, but As cLEARLY 
INDICATING THE SEVERAL CONNECTED DOCTRINES OF THE TRINITY 
AND OF CHRIST’S PREEXISTENCE AND INCARNATION AND ESSENTIAL 
DIVINITY. 

2. If, in any one instance, the PARTICULAR TEXTS can be found 
to have been read by the writers in those early times wirHout 
SUGGESTING ANY SUCH NOTIONS OF THOSE DOCTRINES AS ARE NOW 
SUPPOSED TO BE CLEARLY CONTAINED IN THEM: that circum- 
stance has escaped my notice. 

Since, however, Dr. Priestley asserts, while Mr. Belsham and 
Dr. Carpenter more than insinuate, the absolute UNIVERSALITY 
of the circumstance: doubtless, if there be the very smallest 
modicum of truth in the matter asserted or insinuated, it will be 
easy to produce, if not a cloud of instances, yet at least a single 
solitary instance, in which some one of the PARTICULAR TEXTS 
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was understood, as we are assured they were, in those early 
days, ALways understood. 

II. At present, the matter rests in POSITIVE UNVARYING CON~ 
TRADICTION to the Historian’s peremptory assertion. 

Hence the perfectly reasonable argument, which he would 
build upon THE FACT ASSERTED, ceases to be his property, and 
becomes the indisputable property of the Church Catholic. 

Borrowing, therefore, with the requisite alterations, the lan- 
guage of Dr. Priestley himself, the Trinitarian, I conceive, is 
now, after this copious examination, authorised, by the mere 
stubbornness of naked Facts, to state the argument of the His- 
torian in manner following. 

With those, who deservedly lay great stress on the usual 
natural construction of the PARTICULAR TEXTS litigated between 
modern Trinitartans and modern Antitrinitarians, it will neigh 
much, when they duly consider: that, in the early times of the 
Church, or in the times which intervened between the apostolic 
age and the first Council of Nice, the Scriptures were constantly 
read by persons better qualified to understand the language of 
them, than either Dr. Priestley or Mr. Belsham or Dr. Carpen- 
ter or any other Antitrinitarian in these present days can pretend 
to be; and that, to these prumitwe readers (as we superabund- 
antly learn from yet existing documents), THEY INVARIABLY 
SUGGESTED PRECISELY THE SAME NOTIONS OF THE PREEXISTENCE 
AND THE DIVINITY OF CHRIST AS ARE STILL BY THE CATHOLIC 
CHURCH SUPPOSED TO BE CLEARLY CONTAINED IN THEM. 

The argument before us, whether in the hands of Dr. Priest- 
ley or as occupied by a Trinitarian, rests altogether upon An 
ALLEGED FACT. 

Precisely, therefore, as THE ALLEGED FacT is well established 
or not established, tHE ARGUMENT itself is valid or invalid. 


NUMBER. II. 


RESPECTING THE PRIMITIVE HEBREW CHURCH OF JERUSALEM. 


SECTION I. 


RESPECTING DR. PRIESTLEY’S TREATMENT OF HEGESIPPUS. 


From the then extant Works of Hegesippus, it is testified by 
Eusebius: that That writer symbolised in doctrine with the 
knonn Trinitarians, Trenéus and Melito; and, consequently, 
that He himself was a Trinitarian who held the tenet of Christ's 
divinity. ‘ 

Under this aspect, I have adduced him as a witness for the 
Trinitarianism of all the Churches from east to west, which he 
visited in his progress from Asia to Rome about the year 153. 
See above, book i. chap. 10. § 1. 3. 

Yet, in defiance of the testimony of Eusebius professedly 
derived from the very Works of Hegesippus, Dr. Priestley, 
with his wonted freedom from cautious hesitation, roundly pro- 
nounces : that He was certainly an Antitrinitarian who rejected 
the divinity of Christ. 

I. If it be asked, on what ground the historian advances this 
opinion, I can only state: that the argument, by which he un- 
dertakes to establish it, is the following. 

Eusebius says: that, From some parts of the nritings of 
Hegesippus, we may collect ; that he was a Christian of the He- 
brews. Huseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iy. c. 22. 
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Now Dr. Priestley asserts: that atx the Hebrew Christians 
were Antitrinitarians who denied the divinity of Christ. 

But, according to the inference of Eusebius, Hegesippus mwas 
a Christian of the Hebrews. 

Therefore, plainly from Dr. Priestley’s premises, Hegesippus 
must have been an Antitrinitarian who denied the divinity of 
Christ. 

II. The opinions of Hegesippus having thus, by an induction 
from Dr. Priestley’s own private hypothesis, been satisfactorily 
established to be antitrinitarian and humanitarian: a singular 
perplexity, in regard to the management of his evidence, im- 
mediately presents itself. 

Hegesippus declares: that aun the Churches, which he visited 
in his progress from Asia to Rome, unanimously held the same 
faith. 

Now this faith, thus unanimously held by axt the visited 
Churches, he plainly identifies with his own faith, by the cir- 
cumstance of his calling it the ricuT farth. 

And-this rieat faith, thus unanimously and harmoniously 
held both by himself and by all the visited Churches, he pro- 
nounces, agreeably to the concurring assertion of all those visi- 
ted Churches, to have been preached both by the Law and by 
the Prophets.and by the Lord himself. 

Hence, if Hegesippus must have been an humanitarianising 
Antitrinitarian because he was a Hebrew Christian: then, 
plainly, in despite of the positive testimony of Irenéus to a 
directly contrary effect, the r1cur faith, universally held by the 
visited Churches both in the East and in the West, on the ex- 
press ground that it was received from Christ and his Apostles, 
must have been the modern antitrinitarian and humanitarian 
system. 

III. This conclusion, inasmuch as it flatly contradicts Ire- 
néus who was intimately acquainted with the doctrmes taught 
both in the East and in the West at the very time that his con- 
temporary Hegesippus was journeying to Rome, has given Dr. 
Priestley some degree of trouble, and in two several places of 
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his Listory of Early Opinions has seduced him into no ordinary 
measure of inconsistency. 

1. In one part of his History, he states; that Hegesippus 
found atx the Churches, which he visited in his journey to Rome, 
holding the riaur faith taught by Christ and the Apostles: and 
then he adds; that This ricut faith was, in the opinion of He- 
Sesippus, PROBABLY that of Christ being, not God, but man only. 
Hist. of Early Opin. book iii. chap. 12. Works, vol. vi. p- 469. 

Here, so far as I can understand him, Dr. Priestley, though 
with evident hesitation and with apparently conscious disingenu- 
ousness, would, from The alleged Antitrinitarianism of Hege- 
sippus, insinuate, rather than directly assert, The universal An- 
titrinitarianism of the visited Churches. For, if, under the as- 
pect of the ricur faith, Hegesippus found, in all the visited 
Churches, the doctrine of Christ being, not God, but man only: 
it would inevitably follow; that Jl the Churches, visited by 
him, were antitrinitarian. 

Dr. Priestley admits: that atu the visited Churches held the 
SAME faith. He further admits: that This untrorm farth is by 
Hegesippus styled tan ricur FairH. But, just as if a bare 
fact depended upon the theological opinion of a private indivi- 
dual, he is pleased to intimate: that This r1ieur FAITH, which, 
simply in the way of Fact, was held by all the visited Churches, 
nas, m the opinion of Hegesippus, propasiy that of Christ 
being, not God, but man only. 

From the alleged individual opinion, then, of Hegesippus, 
respecting the nature of Tur rIcHT rarrn, Dr. Priestley would 
here insinuate the pretended general fact: that rue RicntT 
FAITH, held by all the visited Churches, was the modern scheme 
of Humanitarian Antitrinitarianism. 

2. Yet, in another and subsequent part of this self-same His- 
tory of Early Opinions, apparently as if compelled by the over- 
powering testimony of Irenéus the contemporary of Hegesippus, 
he tacitly admits the racr: that All the visited Churches held 
the divinity of Christ. Hist. of Early Opin. Conclus. sect. iv. 
Works, vol. vii. p-. 189. 
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Now this admission obviously requires an explanation of the 
very strong and peculiar language employed by Hegesippus. 

For, if Hegesippus, as Dr. Priestley assures us, believed 
Christ to be, not God, but man only ; and if all the visited 
Churches worshipped Christ, as being very God incarnate in 
very man: it is somewhat incomprehensible, how Hegesippus 
could say ; that They held the r1cut faith, that He and they were 
jointly comforted by the ricut faith of each other, and that This 
same Ricut faith of himself and all the visited Churches had 
been preached by the Lord and had been handed donn by the 
Apostles. 

The matter, truly, seems not a little perplexed: and it is 
passing hard to understand, how the two diametrically opposite 
doctrines of Christ’s essential divinity and Christ's mere hu- 
manity could be, not only each alike the ricur faith, but also 
both of them that onr identical faith which was handed donn 

by the Apostles from the teaching of their Master. 

Yet Dr. Priestley is provided with what he deems an easy 
solution of the difficulty. 

In his theory, Gnosticism was the sole heresy, which dis- 
turbed the early Church. Hence he invites us to believe: that, 
provided only Hegesippus found all the visited Churches free 
from Gnosticism, he would be perfectly satisfied. And hence 
he calls upon us to think with him: that, although Hegesippus 
deemed Christ to be a mere man, and although the Churches 
with one accord worshipped him as very God; still Hegesip- 
pus, even quite naturally, would say, that The Churches re- 
tained the nicut faith. 

The present invitation seems so very extraordinary, that, 
lest I should be thought guilty of misrepresentation, the his- 
torian shall speak in his own proper words. 

That Hegesippus, though an Unitarian himself, should speak 
as he does of the state of opinions mm the several Churches which 
he visited, as then retaining THE TRUE FAITH, is, L think, very 
natural. The only heresy, which disturbed the Apostle John 
and therefore the other Jewish Christians in general, was that 
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of the Gnostics ; and all the eleven different kinds of heresies, 
enumerated by this writer, are probably only different branches 
of that one great heresy. Tf, therefore, the Churches, which he 
visited, were free from Gnosticism: he would naturally say, that - 
THEY RETAINED THE TRUE FAITH. 

Let us now mark the results which follow from this second 
statement of Dr. Priestley : wherein he plainly, though tacitly, 
admits the visited Churches to have held trinitarian Opinions 
and thence to have differed in sentiment from the alleged Anti- 
trinitarian Hegesippus. 

(1.) According to Dr. Priestley, a primitive Antitrinitarian, 
it seems, would very naturally say: that Primitive Trinitarians, 
provided only they were free from Gnosticism, retained, as 
Hegesippus speaks, THY: TRUE FAITH PREACHED BOTH BY THE 
LAW AND BY THE PROPHETS AND BY THE LORD HIMSELF. 

In other words, if we may credit Dr. Priestley, a primitive 
Antitrinitarian would very naturally say: that T'rinitarianism, 
untainted by Gnosticism, but mvolving the divinity and conse- 
quent adoration of Christ, was certainly the doctrine, both 
preached by the Lord himself, and also propounded under the 
yet prior dispensation of Moses. 

Such being the case, still in the judgment of Dr. Priestley, 
the primitive Trinitarians of all the visited Churches, and the 
primitive Antitrinitarian Hegesippus their cherished visiter, 
would, very naturally be, as Hegesippus speaks, JoINTLY com- 
FORTED BY THE RIGHT FAITH OF EACH OTHER. 

The whole of this plainly follows from Dr. Priestley’s second 
statement ; in which, according to the positive general testimony 
of Irenéus, the Trinitarianism of the visited Churches is, by the 
very turn of the solution, tacitly supposed and admitted. 

Hegesippus, indeed, by describing the trinitarian faith of the 
visited Churches as THE TRUE FAITH PREACHED BOTH BY THE 
LAW AND BY THE PROPHETS AND BY THE LORD HIMSELF, must 
obviously have stigmatised his own antitrinitarian faith as being 
not the faith preached by Christ and by the ancient Scriptures. 
For it is quite clear: that norm the two systems could not have 
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been EQUALLY preached, as THE TRUE FAITH, by Christ and by 
the Prophets. 

Nevertheless, this trifling oversight is of little importance. 
For, as Dr. Priestley tells us, if Gnosticism, in all its eleven 
branches, were but duly eschewed, the faith of the Trinitarian 
and the faith of the Antitrinitarian, though they could not both 
have been preached by Christ and his Apostles, would be equally 
THE RIGHT FAITH : it being, in the estimation of these singularly 
liberal religionists of the second century, a matter of the least 
possible theological consequence, whether a system were 
preached by Christ or were not preached by Christ, whether 
they adored Christ as very God or deemed him a mere pec- 
cable man. 

(2.) Now, if this be the case: that is to say, if Trinitarian 
and Antitrinitarian may very naturally be said alike to retain 
THE TRUE FAITH PREACHED BOTH BY THE LAW AND BY THE PRO- 
PHETS AND BY THE LORD HIMSELF, provided only they are alike 
free from Gnosticism: it is not easy to discover, what parti- 
cular utility Dr. Priestley could propose to himself, in writing 
two bulky Histories for the express purpose of shewing ; that 
Trinitarianism, which the alleged primitive Antitrintarian He- 
gesippus allowed to be THE TRUE FAITH HANDED DOWN TO ALL 
THE CHURCHES FROM CHRIST AND HIS APOSTLES, is, nevertheless, 
a rank and abominable corruption, nay, with bad eminence, the 
very palmary corruption, of genuine aboriginal Christianity. 

Even by the historian’s own account of the matter, his early 
Unitarian Hegesippus entertained of it no such formidable 
opinion. Like the Apostle John and therefore like all the other 
Jenish Christians in general, as Dr. Priestley speaks, the only 
heresy, which disturbed him, was, not Trinitarianism and the 
consequent worship of Christ as very God incarnate, but the 
monster Gnosticism rampant with its eleven distinct heads. 
He, good easy man, though an Unitarian himself, as Dr. Priest- 
ley assures us, spent many days in familiar converse with the 
Christ-adoring Corinthians: and he declares; that they, the 
uncorrupted Unitarian to wit and the corrupted Trinitarian 
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Idolaters (for Idolaters they must have been, if Christ were a 
mere man like one of themselves), were jointly comforted by 
THE RIGHT FAITH OF EACH OTHER. 

This result from the alleged Antitrinitarianism of Hegesippus 
is precisely the same, as if Dr. Priestley and Dr. Horsley, at 
the end of a long and familiar conference extending through a 
visit of many days, should have found themselves greatly re- 
freshed in spirit by the happy discovery: that they alike re- 
tained THE TRUE FAITH PREACHED BY CHRIST AND HIS APOSTLES, 
because neither of them was in the least degree tainted by 
Gnosticism under any one of its eleven modifications. 


SECTION II. 


RESPECTING THE FAITH OF THE PRIMITIVE HEBREW CHURCH OF 
JERUSALEM. 


Dr. Priestley asserts: that All the Hebrew Christians, from 
the very beginning, were Humanitarian Antitrinitarians. And, 
on this general assertion, as we have seen, he grounds the par- 
ticular assertion : that Hegesippus, when he visited the Churches 
of Greece and Italy, and when both he himself and the visited 
Churches were jointly comforted by the right faith of each other, 
must have been an Humanitarian Antitrinitarian, inasmuch as 
he was a Hebrew Christian. 

Now, both from the clear testimony of Eusebius, and from the 
very necessity of the language of Hegesippus when connected 
with the decisive evidence of Irenéus in regard to the nature 
of the faith professed by the entire Catholic Church in every 
quarter of the globe, it is certain; that Hegesippus must be 
deemed an exception from Dr, Priestley’s general rule : for that 
individual, though a Hebrew Christian, was assuredly, like 
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Irenéus and Melito, a Trinitarian who held the doctrine of our 
Lord’s essential divinity. 

Such being the case, notwithstanding the adage Exceptio 
probat regulam, it may not be useless to inquire: whether Dr. 
Priestley’s general assertion, that 411 the Hebrew Christians, 
from the very beginning, were Humanitarian Antitrinitarians, 
does itself rest upon any solid foundation. 

In truth, the inquiry is of some considerable importance, 
For, if such were the faith of all the Hebrew Christians from 
the very beginning: then it must have been the faith of the 
primitive Hebrew Church of Jerusalem. And, if such were 
the faith of the primitive Hebrew Church of J erusalem, which 
was the oldest of all the Churches, which was planted by the 
Apostles themselves, and which had the Apostle James the 
brother of the Lord for its first diocesan Bishop: then the 
Antitrinitarian System must, in the Christian Church Catholic 
which once coincided in its limits with the single Hebrew 
Church of Jerusalem, have chronologically preceded the Trini- 
tarian System. And, if, in the Christian Church Catholic, the 
Antitrinitarian System chronologically preceded the Trinitarian 
System: then, according to the just canon of Tertullian, that, 
Whatever wm revealed religion is first, must be true : and, what- 
ever is subsequently added by man, must be false, Antitrini- 
tarianism, not Trinitarianism, must have been the System 
which was originally preached by Christ and his Apostles. 

To bring out, in short, the conclusion, that, In the Catholic 
Church herself, Humanitarian Unipersonalism is more ancient 
than Divinitarian Trinitarianism, was the object, first of Zuicker 
in his Lrenicum Irenicorum, and afterward of his somewhat more 
modern follower Dr. Priestley. 

Now, whatever may be the antiquity of the Jewish Ebionites 
who were censured from the very first as holding an erroneous 
system of faith, we have, I believe, proof positive: that, Jn 
point of doctrine, the parent Church of Jerusalem, that mother 
of all Churches, as she is justly styled in the Synodical Epistle 
of the Council of Constantinople (Synod. Epist. Concil. Constan, 
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apud Theodorit. Hist. Eccles. lib. v. c. 9. p. 211.), was Not 
humanitarian and unipersonalistic. 

I. My first testimony shall be that of the ecclesiastical his- 
torian Eusebius. 

From the documents of ancient writers which were extant at 
the beginning of the fourth century, this diligent compiler, as 
he himself informs us, had learned: that, Jn regular succession, 
fifteen Bishops, from the Apostle James down to the time of its 
dissolution by Adrian, had presided over the premitive Church of 
Jerusalem; that All these Prelates were of hebrew extraction ; 
and that They all, from the very beginning, both received and 
taught the knowledge of Christ GENUINELY. 

Ove ravrac ‘EBpoaiove paciy ovrac avexabev THY yv@owy TOD 
Xprorov TNH SIO ckaracdéeagGat. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. 
Cire 

Some have conjectured, that Eusebius leaned toward Arian- 
ism. If this were really the case, his personal attestation to 
the GENUINENESs of the primitive Solyméan Faith, though it 
would be fully conclusive against the speculation of Zuicker 
and Priestley, would doubtless, so far as the cause of sound 
Trinitarianism is concerned, be of small value. The error, 
however, of any such conjecture is sufficiently demonstrated, 
not only by his assent to the Nicene Creed and by his baptismal 
reception of a yet more ancient Symbol which he himself has 
preserved (See above, book i. chap. 2. § u. 1.): but likewise 
by his own incidental profession ; that 7’he Son, instead of being 
produced into existence from non-existence, had eternally both 
existed and preéxisted and coéxisted nith the Father, the begotten 
Son from the unbegotten Father, the Only-begotten, the Word, 
and God from God. 

Yidy yevynrov, ov ypovore péy TLow OvK OyTa, VaTEpoy Oé TOTE 
yeyovora’ ada 7d Ypdvwy aiwvioy byvTa, Kal TpOdVTA, Kal TO 
Tlarpt &¢ Yiov duarayroc ovvdryra, Kal obk dyévynroy OvTa, yev= 
viopevoy 0 && wyevvirou Llarpoc, povoyer ovra, Adyov, kal Ocov 
éx Ocov. Euseb. Demons. Evan. lib. iv. c. 3. p. 96. Rob. Ste- 
phan, Lutet. 1544. 
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Thus, we see, the aboriginal cenurventss of the primitive 
Solyméan Faith consisted in a full belief of the eternal existence 
and the essential divinity of the Son. 

I may add: that Eusebius, who thus clearly states the crnu- 
INENEsS Of the Christian Faith, instead of intimating that the 
doctrine of the Ebionites was the doctrine of the old Hebrew 
Church of Jerusalem, describes these early Jewish Humani- 
tarians, as entertaining poor and mean opinions respecting the 
nature of Christ; opinions, which we know to have been con- 
demned by the Catholic Church from the very beginning ; 
opinions, which, in his judgment, constituted their holders the 
vassals of Satan. 

“AdAove O€ 6 Tovnpoc Oainwy rie mept Tov Xptoroy rov Oeovd 
d.abécewe ddvvatoy Exoeloat, Oarepadtmrove evowy, éogerepi£ero. 
"EPwwvaiove rovrove oixeiwe erepiutloyv ot TOWTOL, TTWKHC Kal 
Tametvwc Ta wept TOV Xotorov dokdLovrac.  Acroy fev yao avror 
Kal Kowoy iyyovrro, kard mookoTY i9ouc airo pdvoy avOowmov 
OediKawpevoy, é£ dvdode re Kowwwviae Kal TH¢ Mapiac yeyervn- 
péevoy. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iii. c. 27. 

Ii. My second testimony shall be that of the grave historian 
Sulpicius Severus. 

This writer informs us: that the Christians of the Church of 
Jerusalem, being for the most part of hebrew extraction and 
thence retaining the ancient rite of circumcision, were, by the 
Emperor Adrian, not unnaturally mistaken for Jews. Hence, 
with their unconverted countrymen, they were equally driven 
out of the city, and were prevented by a military guard from 
returning thither. In the course of God’s providence, how- 
ever, that matter turned out to be a benefit. For, at that time, 
the members of the Church of Jerusalem, almost all however 
with the observance of the Ceremonial Law, BELIEVED CHRIST 
TO BE GoD: but the breaking up of that Church of the Hebrews 
led to the final abrogation of the yoke of legal servitude. 

Quia Christiani ex Judzeis potissimum putabantur, quia tum 
Hierosolymz non nisi ex cireumcisione habebat ecclesia sacer- 
dotem, militum cohortem custodias in perpetuum agitare jussit 
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(Adrianus), quze Judzeos omnes Hierosolyme aditu arceret. 
Quod quidem christiane fidei proficiebat: quia tum pzene 
omnes, CHRISTUM DEUM, sub Legis observatione, CREDEBANT. 
Nimirum id Domino ordinante dispositum, ut Legis servitus a 
libertate Fidei atque Ecclesiz tolleretur. Sulp. Sever. Hist. 
Sacr. lib. ii. p. 142. Lugd. Batav. 1635. 

The historian’s expression, almost all, as I have carefully 
exhibited it in my translation of his words, refers, not to THE 
BELIEF THAT CHRIST IS GOD, but to The observance of the Cere- 
monial Law. 

This is evident, both from the very reason of the matter, 
and likewise from what Sulpicius himself had previously said. 

1. In regard to the reason of the matter, persons who ob- 
served the Ceremonial Law, provided they did not impose it as 
essential to salvation, might very well be conmembers of the 
same Church with those who used their evangelical hberty in 
not observing it. But persons, who deemed Christ a mere 
man, and who consequently esteemed the religious worship of 
him an act of idolatry, could, by no possibility, have been 
conmembers of the same Church with those, who believed 
him to be true God, and who thence offered to him the highest 
adoration. 

2. In regard to the previous statement of Sulpicius, he had 
just before told us: that the Christians of the primitive Church 
of Jerusalem were, for the most part (potissimum), of hebrew 
extraction ; some few only among them being of gentile origin. 
The result of this circumstance was: that almost all (pene 
omnes) acknowledged the deity of Christ together with the ob- 
servance of the Law ; while a small minority, composed partly of 
gentile members and partly of hebrew members who used their 
evangelical liberty, acknowledged the deity of Christ without the 
observance of the Law. For the observance of the Law, though 
kept up from ancient custom by the majority of the hebrew be- 
lievers, was not imposed upon their conmembers, whether gen- 
tile or hebrew, as, in any wise, either necessary to salvation, or 
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III. My third testimony shall be that, which is afforded by the 
conduct of the great majority of the Hebrew Christians subse- 
quent to the dissolution of the primitive Church of Jerusalem. 

1, Finding themselves, along with the unbelieving Jews, 
banished from Jerusalem, on account of their observance of the 
Ceremonial Law which caused them to be mistaken for uncon- 
verted professors of the religion of Mosés ; and yet they them- 
selves, all the while, observing that Law, not for conscience 
sake, but purely from hereditary habit: the chief part of them 
abandoned what was a mere gratuitous custom ; and thus, being 
no longer as Jews prevented from inhabiting Jerusalem when 
rebuilt by Adrian under the name of Elia, they shortly returned 
thither, and thenceforth became members of the new Church of 
Elia, which, from the time of its commencement, subsisted under 
a succession of Gentile Bishops. 

Now, that the new Gentile Church of Elia was composed of 
members who held the divinity of Christ, is certain and indis- 
putable. For Irenéus, who was intimately acquainted with the 
Churches both of the East and of the West, declares: that, in 
their public profession of the faith, they all maintained the duty 
of boning the knee to Jesus Christ our Lord and Gov and Saviour 
and King. And, unless I greatly mistake, he even specially 
includes, in his enumeration, the new Church of Elia or Jeru- 
salem, under the phrase of The Church founded in the middle 
of the world; Judéa being deemed the navel or centrical region 
of the whole earth. Ivren. adv. her. lib. i. ¢. 2, 3. p- 34—36. 

But the hebrew members of the old Church of Jerusalem, 
who gave up the observance of the Ceremonial Law, could 
never have spontaneously joined themselves to the Christ- 
adoring new Church of Jerusalem or Elia, had they been Hu- 
manitarians who abhorred the bowing of the knee to Christ as 
to true God. 

They did, however, thus join themselves. 

Therefore, clearly, they must have symbolised in doctrine 
and in practice with the new Gentile Church of Elia, to which 
they thus joined themselves as members. 
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2. The proof of this fact rests upon the collective incidental 
testimony of Epiphanius ‘and Orosius and Sulpicius Severus, 
compared with and checked by the dates which are afforded 
from chronology. 

(1.) At the close of the jewish war in the year 136, the 
Emperor Adrian and the Senate passed a decree, which, on 
pain of death, banished all Jews from Jerusalem: and, as 
Jews were readily known by their observance of the marked 
peculiarities of the Ceremonial Law, the Hebrew Christians of 
the primitive Church of Jerusalem, being, on account of their 
observance of that Law, mistaken for Jews properly so called, 
were thence, as Sulpicius states, banished along with their un- 
believing: brethren. 

(2.) In the year 137, Adrian visited the now desolate city 
of Jerusalem: and gave orders, that it should be rebuilt under. 
the new name of Elia; appointing, on that occasion, Aquila 
to be his master of the works. 

(3.) When Aquila, in consequence of his commission, re- 
paired to Jerusalem, he found there a body of Christian's who 
must have been Christians of the Hebrews: because they are 
described by Epiphanius, as having fled from Jerusalem to 
Pella, and as having afterward returned from Pella to Jerusa- 
lem; a description, which applies to none, save the members 
of the old Hebrew Church of Jerusalem. Epiph. de Ponder. 
et Mens. Oper. p. 302. | 

(4.) Now, since, as Sulpicius assures us, the Hebrew Christ- 
ians, who observed the Ceremonial Law, .were, in the year 136, 
banished from Jerusalem, no less than the unbelieving Jews * 
who also observed the Ceremonial Law; and yet, since, as 
Epiphanius assures us, Aquila found a body of Hebrew Christ- 
ians at Jerusalem, when he repaired thither in the year 137 
or 138: it is clear, when we recollect the purport of Adrian’s 
decree, and when we combine it with the attestation of Orosius 
that Christians as contradistinguished from Jews were permitted 
to settle in the city (Oros. Hist. lib. vii. c. 13.); it is clear, I 
say, that the Hebrew Christians, with whom Aquila conversed 
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at Jerusalem, could not possibly have been living there without 
the least molestation, unless they had duly qualified them- 
selves, by renouncing the observance of the Ceremonial Law, 
and by thus ceasing to appear as Jews, and by henceforth join- 
ing themselves to the new Gentile Church of Jerusalem or Elia. 

(5.) As the renunciation of the Ceremonial Law on the part 
of the majority of the Hebrew Christians of the old Church of 
Jerusalem, and their subsequent union with the new Gentile 
Church of Elia, thus clearly follow from the incidental state- 
ment of Epiphanius: so that statement itself is incidentally 
confirmed by the concluding remark of Sulpicius Severus. 

After telling us, that Adrian’s decree operated to the banish- 
ment of the Hebrew Christians who then observed the Cere- 
monial Law, he adds: that the good providence of God so 
ordered it, as, by this circumstance, to take away the servitude 
of the Law from the liberty of the Faith and of the Church. 

Now the servitude of the Law could not have been taken 
away from out of the Church, if the great bulk of the He- 
brew Christians had reorganised themselves, as they before did 
at Pella, in a regularly constituted Church with an unbroken 
apostolical succession, on the avowed principle of still observ- 
ing the Ceremonial Law. Therefore they did not thus reor- 
ganise themselves. But, if they did not thus reorganise them- 
selves: then they must have renounced the observance of the 
Ceremonial Law, and must henceforth have been lost and 
swallowed up in some Church of the Gentiles. 

Accordingly, as we gather from Epiphanius, such was actu- 
ally the case. For they returned to Jerusalem, which they 
could not have done without renouncing the observance of the 
Ceremonial Law, though (as Orosius tells us) they were free to 
do it under the character of Christians contradistinctively from 
the character of Jems: and there, being now no longer marked 
and known by the speciality of that observance, they were 
soon mingled and lost in the new Gentile Church of Elia. 

IV. My fourth testimony shall be that afforded by the par- 


ticular case of Hegesippus. 
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1. This individual, we have reason to believe, was a He- 
brew Christian, who had been a member of the old Church of 
Jerusalem, and who had subsequently joined himself to the 
new Church of Elia. 

For, according to Eusebius, his writings evinced him to be 
a Christian of the Hebrews: and that circumstance, combined 
partly with chronology and partly with his apparent personal 
habits, sufficiently determines his ecclesiastical membership. 

(1.) In respect to chronology, the old Church of Jerusalem 
was broken up in the year 136: and Hegesippus performed his 
journey and sojourned at Rome during the episcopate of Ani- 
cetus, which commenced in the year 153 and which terminated 
in the year 162. 

Hence, as his journey and his residence at Rome occurred 
only about some seventeen or eighteen years after the break- 
ing up of the old Hebrew Church of Jerusalem, and as he him- 
self was a Christian of the Hebrews: there can be little doubt, 
I think, that he had been a member of that Church previous 
to its dissolution. 

(2.) So again, in respect to his apparent personal habits, 
though a Christian of the Hebrews, he seems, at the time of 
his journey and of his residence at Rome, not to have been an 
observer of the Ceremonial Law. 

This particular was very reasonably gathered by Bishop Bull 
from the perfect facility of his intimate association with the 
Gentile Churches of Greece and Italy. Bull. Primit. et Apost. 
Trad. ¢, mi. § 2. 

Now, as his hebrew extraction, united with chronology, marks 
him out to have been once a member of the old Hebrew 
Church of Jerusalem: so his non-observance of the Ceremonial 
Law about seventeen years after the breaking up of that 
Church, united with his evidently being a resident Asiatic (for 
his journey was westward, to Italy through Greece, and _there- 
fore from Asia his home), no less marks him out to have then 
been a member of the new Gentile Church of Elia which had 
received into her bosom all those Hebrew Christians of the old 
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dissolved Church that had renounced the observance of the 
Ceremonial Law. 

2. Such being the successive ecclesiastical membership of 
the Hebrew Christian Hegesippus, we may, from his doctrine, 
clearly learn the doctrine of the old Hebrew Church of Je- 
rusalem, as received both by its members anterior to its disso- 
lution and by its late members after their junction with the new 
Gentile Church of Elia. 

According to the express testimony of Eusebius who had seen 
his writings, the doctrinal system of Hegesippus was identical 
with the doctrinal system of Irenéus and Melito: who, from 
yet extant portions of their Works, are well known to have 
been trinitarian maintainers of Christ’s godhead. Euseb. 
Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. c. 7, 8, 21, 22. 

Therefore, from the doctrinal system of the Hebrew Christ- 
ian Hegesippus, we may, in perfect agreement with the evi- 
dence of Eusebius and Sulpicius, and in full accordance with 
the general adhesion of the great majority of the Hebrew 
Christians to the new Gentile Church of Elia, distinctly learn : 
that the doctrinal system of the primitive Hebrew Church of 
Jerusalem must have been trinitarian and divinitarian. 

V. My fifth and last testimony shall be that afforded by the 
very ancient author of the Epistle which bears the name of 
Barnabas. 

This deeply interesting monument of former times specially 
refers, unless I greatly mistake, to the very age and matter 
which are now immediately before us. 

1. From the accidental circumstance of its author being de- 
nominated Barnabas, some absurd scribe has chosen to subjoin 
to it an intimation, that itis the Epistle of Barnabas the Apostle 
who was the companion of Paul the Apostle. But, as there is 
nothing in it which indicates it to be the composition of the 
Apostle Barnabas: so, both its generally well ascertained age, 
and various particular incidental remarks which it contains, and 
the whole drift and purpose of the argument which it propounds, 
all tend to shew; that it was written, by a Hebrew Christian of 
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the jewish name of Barnabas, at the precise time when his 
brethren had been driven out of Jerusalem in consequence of 
their observance of the Ceremonial Law, and with the precise 
object of inducing them to discontinue its observance in order 
that they might thus return to the seat of their forefathers and 
there join themselves to the newly collecting Gentile Church 
of Elia. 

(1.) With respect to its general age, it cannot have been 
written later than during the first half of the second century. 

This is evident from the circumstance of its being referred to, 
as a then well known ancient document, both by Tertullian and 
by Clement of Alexandria: each of whom flourished about the 
year 190 or 200. Tertull. de Pudic. Oper. p. 766. Clem. 
Alex. Strom. lib. ii, v. Oper. p. 373, 375, 389, 396, 410, 
571, 577. 

So far, therefore, as its general age is concerned, there is 
nothing to prevent our ascription of it to the partecular year 
137, when the Hebrew Christians had been banished as Jews 
from Jerusalem on account of their observance of the Cere- 
monial Law. 

(2.) Various incidental remarks, which it contains, directly 
intimate : that it must have been written, both at that precise 
time, and also by one of the Hebrew Christians who had gone 
into banishment with his brethren. 

Thus, in the first place, the author of the Epistle, modestly 
representing himself, not as a teacher, but only as one of the 
persons whom he was addressing, professes his wish to lay a few 
matters before them, by which in many respects they may become 
more joyful than they then were. Barnab. Epist. § 1. 

Now, if we ask who the persons were to whom he addressed 
his Epistle, Tertullian, from its superscription in his days, will 
distinctly teach us, that it was addressed to the Hebrews. 

Extat enim et Barnabe titulus ad Hebreos. Tertull. de 
Pudic. Oper. p. 766. 

And, with this account of the matter, the drift of the Epistle 
exactly, or rather inevitably, agrees. For its whole purpose is, 
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to prove the abrogation of the Ceremonial Law, and thence to 
shew the utility of any longer observing it. 

This argument is introduced by an intimation: that the writer 
wished to lay a few matters before the Hebrew Christians whom 
he mas addressing, by which in many respects they might become 
more joyful than they then were. 

The Hebrew Christians, therefore, were in a state of afflic- 
tion: and this affliction might be removed by their ceasing to 
observe the Ceremonial Law; which, accordingly, the writer, 
one of themselves, demonstrates to be of no obligation and thence 
in foro conscientie renounceable at pleasure. 

I know not any period, to which language of such a descrip- 
tion will apply, save that brief period, during which the Hebrew 
Christians remained in banishment on account of their observ- 
ance of the Ceremonial Law: a period, which commenced in 
the year 136 with the enactment of Adrian’s decree, and which 
seems to have terminated in the year 137 or the year 138, when, 
in consequence of their renunciation of the Ceremonial Law, 
they were enabled to return to Jerusalem. 

So again, in the second place, the Author advises the He- 
brew Christians whom he was addressing, not to depend each 
one upon his own insulated private judgment, but to meet to- 
gether for a general consultation. And the object of this pro- 
posed general consultation is: whether they should consider 
the Levitical Covenant as their Covenant also; or whether they 
should not rather seek to become spiritual and to be made a 
perfect temple to God, by acknowledging that the Ceremonial 
Law had been abrogated, and by collectively acting forthwith 
upon that acknowledgment. 

Sacrifices and oblations and the whole Ceremonial Lan, says 
he, God hath abolished: that the new Law of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, which is without the yoke of any such necessity, might 
have an offering becoming men.—The people, whom he hath 
purchased to his beloved Son, were to believe m simplicity : and 
therefore he hath shewn these things to all of us, THAT WE 
SHOULD NOT BE RUNNING AS PROSELYTES TO THE JEWISH LAW. 
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Wherefore it is necessary: that, searching diligently into these 
matiers, we should write to you what may serve to keep you 
whole.—And I beseech you, AS ONE OF YOUR OWN’ BRETHREN, 
loving you all beyond my own life, that you look well to your- 
_ selves. And be not like to those, who add sin to sin, and who 
say: that THEIR COVENANT Is OURS ALSo.—Do not deceive your- 
selves separately with your onn private thoughts, as if you were 
already justified : but, coming all together into one place, inquire 
what is agreeable and profitable to the beloved of God. For 
ithe Scripture saith: Woe unto them, that are wise in their own - 
eyes and prudent in their onn sight. Lut us BECOME SPIRI- 
TUAL, A PERFECT TEMPLE TO Gop. JBarnab. Epist. § 2, 3, 4. 

There is no time, I apprehend, to which such exhortations 
can apply, save that during which the Hebrew Christians were 
in their short banishment from Jerusalem. 

Furthermore, in the third place, the author is professedly 
writing at a season, when the city and temple of Jerusalem had 
been destroyed and desolated by the enemies of the Jews, 
and yet when the servants of those enemies were engaged in 
rebuilding them. Barnab. Epist. § 16. 

This very remarkable particular, unless I wholly misappre- 
hend it, absolutely pins down the writing of the Epistle to the 
precise period for which I contend. Because, at no other 
period, did such circumstances occur: and, at that precise 
period, they actually were occurring. 

The roman enemies of Judah had desolated the city and 
temple of Jerusalem. And yet the servants of those enemies, 
Aquila with his subordinate officers and workmen, were then 
engaged in rebuilding or in repairing them both: the city, 
under the new name of Elia; the temple, upon the scite of the 
ancient temple, but dedicated, as it had been before the jewish 
rebellion, to the pagan J upiter Capitolinus. 

Vainly, I believe, shall we search history for any other period 
thus characteristically distinguished. 

(3.) The same result is brought out by the whole drift and 
purpose of the argument which is propounded in the Epistle. 
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This argument, as I have already intimated, goes to shew: 
that the Ceremonial Law had been abrogated by the Gospel, and 
that 2 2s no longer of any religious obligation. Whence the 
conclusion is: that the Hebrew Christians, whom the author 
Barnabas, himself a Hebrew Christian, was addressing, should 
renounce the observance of the Ceremonial Law. 

Now, with no period, save that brief period of banishment 
which commenced in the year 136, will such an argument, ad- 
dressed to Hebrew Christians who were then actually observ- 
ing the Ceremonial Law, be found to correspond. 

The argument, as addressed to Hebrew Christians, was 
plainly impertinent, unless those Hebrew Christians were then 
observing the Ceremonial Law: and there could be no parti- 
cular object to enforce it, save at a time when the observance 
of that Law had exposed the Hebrew Christians in question to 
great and serious inconvenience ; which, accordingly, as we 
have seen, is distinctly stated to have been the case. 

2. Let us, then, put all these several matters together, chro- 
nological and circumstantial and argumentative : and the general 
result will be this. 

In or about the year 137, a Hebrew Christian, named Bar- 
nabas, wrote his still extant Epistle, for the purpose of inducing 
his brethren, the Hebrew Christians of the dissolved Church 
of Jerusalem, to discontinue the observance of the Ceremonial 
Law: in order that, as he expresses himself, they might in many 
respects become more joyful than they then were; or, in other 
words, in order that they might be enabled to return, from a 
degrading banishment, to the rising city of Elia, and that there 
they might become associated members of the new Solyméan 
Church of the Gentiles, 

The arguments of this worthy and intelligent Hebrew were 
mainly successful. For the consequence was: that the great 
majority of the banished Hebrew Christians discontinued the 
observance of the Ceremonial Law ; returned, no longer under 
the suspected appearance of rebellious Jews, to their native 
Jerusalem; and there, every distinctive national peculiarity 
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having now ceased, were soon mingled and lost among the 
increasing gentile members of the new Church of Elia. 

8. But it is now time that we should mark the bearing, which 
the whole of this discussion has upon the doctrinal system of 
the ancient Hebrew Church of Jerusalem: for, on that account 
only, have I engaged in the discussion. 

(1.) Barnabas, the author of the Epistle, twice declares him- 
self to be one of those persons or one of those brethren whom he 
was addressing. Barnab. Epist. § 1, 4. 

But, as Tertullian teaches us from the superscription of the 
copies existing in his days, and as indeed is sufficiently manifest 
from the internal evidence afforded by the entire Epistle itself, 
the persons or brethren, addressed by Barnabas, were Christians 
of the Hebrews. 

Therefore, plainly, Barnabas himself must also have been a 
Hebrew Christian. 

(2.) Now this declared Hebrew Christian Barnabas repeat- 
edly speaks, to his brethren the Hebrew Christians of the ancient 
Church of Jerusalem, respecting the preéxistence and divinity of 
our Lord, as doctrines familiarly received among them, as doc- 
trines upon which (he well knew) they were all agreed, as doc- 
trines which no one of them ever thought of controverting. 

The Lord submitted to suffer for our souls, though he ws that 
Lord of the whole universe, to whom God the Father said, on the 
day before the creation of the world was completed: Let us 
make man, after our own image and likeness. 

Dominus sustinuit pati pro anima nostra, cum sit orbis terra- 
rum Dominus, cui dixit, die ante constitutionem sceculi: Facia- 
mus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram. Barnab. 
Epist. § 5. 

fe saith to the Son: Let us make man, according to our 
mage and similitude. 

Aéyet TO Yio* Tochowper, car’ eixdva xa Kad’ 6polwo MLO V, 
tov &vOowroy. Barnab. Epist. § 6. 

Unless the Son had come in the flesh, how could we frail mor- 
tals have looked upon him and have been preserved? For men, 
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looking even upon the sun whichis not destined for perpetuity and 
which is the mere work of his hands, are unable to face the 
brightness of its beams. 

Ei yap pu) iAOev év capkl, THC ay éowWOnpEv dyMow7ot, BéE- 
movrec avrov 3 “Ore rov péddovTa yu Elvac tLoyv, Epyor yew—wor 
avrov umaoxovra, AETOVTEC, OVK iaxvovowv eic dkrivac abrov 
dvrop0adpioa. Barnab. Epist. § 5. 

Thus thou hast respecting the majesty of Christ, how all things 
were made for him and through him: to whom be honour, and 
power, and glory, both now and evermore. 

Habes interim de majestate Christi, quo modo omnia in illum 
et per illum facta sunt: cui sit honor, virtus, gloria, nunc et in 
soecula soeculorum. Barnab. Epist. § 17. 

(3.) Here, as stated by one of its own members in a public 
epistle to his collective brethren, we have the doctrine of that 
primitive Hebrew Church of Jerusalem, which of all Churches 
was indisputably the most ancient: and this doctrine we dis- 
tinctly find to be the doctrine of Christ’s preéxistence and 
divinity. 

Hence the doctrine of Christ’s divinity must have been the 
doctrine of Christ’s Church from the very beginning : and hence, 
in respect to it, we may now once more take up the canon of 
Tertullian; WHATEVER IS FIRST, IS TRUE: WHATEVER IS LATER, 
IS SPURIOUS. 

VI. Ineed scarcely to remark: that, with Dr. Mosheim and 
Bishop Horsley, I agree in deducing, from the statement of 
Epiphanius combined with the dates afforded by chronology, 
the important fact; that The great majority of the Hebrew 
Christians of the ancient dissolved Church of Jerusalem, re- 
nouncing the observance of the Ceremonial Law and thence qua- 
lifying themselves to return from banishment, were henceforth 
absorbed in the new Gentile Church of Elia. But I may here 
be allowed to add, what escaped the notice of both those theo- 
logians : that the fact in question is curiously corroborated by 
the incidental testimony of the old Epistle of Barnabas ; while 
the fact itself, united with the history of the times, illustrates 
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the true age and drift and object of the Epistle. The cireum- 
stance is interesting, as it tends to shew the sound judgment 
of an eminent divine, whose acquaintance it once was my privi- 
lege to enjoy, and whose memory I shall ever cherish with 
affection and reverence. 

Upon these foundations, said Bishop Horsley, which a stronger 
arm than Dr. Priestley’s shall not be able to tear up, stands the 
Church of orthodox Jewish Christians at Jerusalem: to which 
the asserters of the Catholic Faith mill not scruple to appeal, 
in proof of the antiquity of their doctrine. Remarks on Priest- 
ley’s Second Letters, part ii. chap. 2. p. 376. 

The foundations, instead of being torn up, have now been 
strengthened : and thus, while, I trust, the cause of truth has 
been promoted, a just tribute has been paid to the illustrious 
dead. 


His saltem accumulem donis, et fungar inani 


Munere. 


SECTION III. 


RESPECTING THE FAITH OF THE NAZARENES. 


Troven Barnabas succeeded in persuading the great majority 
of the Hebrew Christians, to discontinue the observance of 
the Ceremonial Law, and thenceforward to unite with the new 
Gentile Church of Elia: he was unable to influence the entire 
body. 

Those, who observed the Ceremonial Law from pure habit 
and from old ancestral prejudices, readily adopted his advice: 
and these were, happily, the great majority. 

But a small minority of some certain individuals, in direct 
opposition to the plain apostolical decision, were not content 
with observing the Ceremonial Law on the ground of mere 
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habit, but mischievously enforced its observance as binding 
upon the conscience and as even necessary to salvation. These, 
apparently, Barnabas more than once notices in his Epistle 
(Barnab. Epist. § 3, 4.): and, with these, as might naturally be 
anticipated, he did not succeed. ‘The necessary consequence 
was : that they separated from their wiser brethren, henceforth 
constituting a sect known by the appellation of Nazarenes. 

Through the medium of these wrong-headed schismatics it 
was, that Zuicker, and after him Dr. Priestley, attempted to 
establish the doctrinal Humanitarianism and Unipersonalism of 
the primitive Hebrew Church of Jerusalem, . 

According to those two writers, the Hebrew Christians, 
from the very first, were distinguished by the name of Naza- 
renes: and these Nazarenes were identical with the Ebionites, 
But the Ebionites were Humanitarians and Unipersonalists. 
Therefore the Nazarenes, and consequently the primitive He- 
brew Christians who were identical with the Nazarenes, must 
have been Humanitarians and Unipersonalists also. 

The grievous lameness of such a conclusion we have seen, 
from the direct evidence which has been adduced to the doctri- 
nal system of the ancient Church of Jerusalem: yet it may 
not be useless to shew, that the premises themselves are equally 
unsound. 

In one sense, no doubt, the Nazarenes may be said to be 
the same as the Hebrew Christians of the ancient Church of 
Jerusalem: for the founders of the sect, who separated from 
their brethren on the question of the obligatory observance of 
the Ceremonial Law, had originally been members of that primi- 
tive Hebrew Society. But, in no other sense, can the two be 
identified : nor were the Nazarenes ever known as a sect, until 
after the breaking up of the primitive Church of Jerusalem; 
when, in consequence of their inability to return to the seat of 
their forefathers, they settled themselves in the northern parts 
of Galilee. 

Such being the case, even if the later Nazarenes in the times 
of Jerome and Augustine and Epiphanius had finally adopted 
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the speculations of the Ebionites: this would afford no very 
logical proof of the Humanitarianism and Unipersonalism of the 
primitive Church of Jerusalem anterior to its dissolution in the 
year 136. 

But, in truth, those descendants from that ancient Church 
were, neither Humanitarians themselves, nor identical with the 
confessedly humanitarian Ebionites. 

The authorities, which prove that the Nazarenes were not 
Unipersonalists who denied the divinity of Christ, are so con- 
structed, that they equally prove the Ebionites to have been 
not identical with them. 

I. Augustine, in his book on heresies, enumerates, in three 
successive sections, three distinct sects: that of the Cerinthians ; 
that of the Nazarenes; and that of the Ebionites. 

1. His account of these three sects, in regard to their re- 
ligious opinions, is as follows. 

(1.) The Cerinthians asserted: that Jesus was a mere man. 
And, along with this opinion, they maintained the necessity of 
observing the Ceremonial Law. 

Cerinthiani a Cerintho, iidemque Merinthiani a Merintho, 
mundum ab angelis factum esse dicentes: et carne circumcidi 
oportere, atque alia hujusmodi Legis praecepta servari. Jesum 
hominem tantummodo fuisse, nec surrexisse, sed surrecturum, 
asseverantes. August. de heres. § 8. 

(2.) The Nazarenes confessed: that Christ as the Son of God. 
But, at the same time, they observed the ordinances of the Law: 
which, by apostolical tradition, Christians had learned, not to 
observe carnally, but to understand spiritually. 

Nazareei, cum Dei Filium confiteantur esse Christum, omnia 
tamen veteris Legis observant: que Christiani, per apostolicam 
traditionem, non observare carnaliter, sed spiritaliter intelli- 
gere, didicerunt. August. de heres. § 9. 

(3.) The Ebionites asserted : that the Christ atso, as well as 
Jesus into whom the Cerinthians fabled the separate spirit Christ 
to have entered, was a mere man, being in truth identical with the 
mere man Jesus. And, conjointly with this tenet, they likewise 
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observed the ceremonial commandments of the Law, from the 
burden of which Christians are liberated by the New Testa- 
ment. 

Hebionzi Christum rt1am tantummodo hominem dicunt. 
Mandata carnalia Legis observant, circumcisionem scilicet car- 
nis, et cetera, a quorum oneribus per Novum T'estamentum 
liberati sumus. August. de heres. § 10. 

2. Here we have three distinct sects, placed in mutual juxta- 
position, because they agreed in maintaining that the ancient 
Ceremonial Law was still obligatory. But, in their doctrinal 
tenets respecting our Lord, they severally differed from each 
other. 

(1.) The Cerinthians asserted : that Jesus was a mere man, 
born of Joseph and Mary. 

But they added: that, at the time of his baptism, a super- 
celestial spirit, denominated Christ, entered into him; which 
spirit quitted him in the day of his crucifixion. Iren. adv. heer. 
lib. 1. ¢. 25, Epiph. adv. heer. lib. i. tom. 2. heer. 28. 

(2.) With them the Ebionites agreed, in maintaining the mere 
humanity of Jesus: though some of these Ebionites held, and 
some denied, his birth from a virgin. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. v. 
p- 272. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iii. c. 27. 

But they differed from them, in asserting that the Christ arso 
was a mere man: for, discarding the notion that the Christ was 
a supercelestial spirit distinct from the man Jesus, they con- 
tended, like our modern Unipersonalists ; that the single indi- 
vidual Jesus-Christ was, in point of nature, a mere man, united 
neither to a supercelestial spirit nor yet to the Supreme Di- 
vinity. 

(3.) From both these sectaries, the Nazarenes differed most 
essentially. For, as Augustine observes, They coNnressED 
Christ to be THE SON OF GOD. 

Each of his expressions is full of meaning. 

The Nazarenes conrrssep: the Cerinthians and the Ebion- 
ites asserted. 

The Nazarenes confessed Christ to be THE son oF Gop: the 
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Cerinthians asserted Jesus, and the Ebionites asserted Jesus- 
Christ, to be a mere man. 

Here, then, lay the difference. 

In the language of Augustine and of the early Catholic 
Church from the very first, Zo conress Christ as THE SON OF 
cop is To conFEss, as a necessary article of faith, THE ESSEN- 
TIAL Divinity of Christ. 

Thus, when the Simonian Gnostics asserted the mere hu- 
manity of Jesus; Origen expresses this idea by saying: that 
They did not coNFESS Jesus to be THE SON OF GOD. Oddapic 
tov “Inoovy dpodoyovat Yiov Ocod Lipwrvravol. Orig. cont. Cels. 
lib. v. p. 272. And thus, when Julian alleged that no Evange- 
list before St. John taught tHe piviniry of Christ; Cyril 
promptly met him, on the ancient hermeneutic principle of the 
Church, by replying: that the ttle of THE SON OF GOD was ap- 
plied to Christ by all the earlier Evangelists, and that the ap- 
plication of this title was equivalent to an ascription of xs- 
SENTIAL Divinity. Cyril. Alex. cont. Julian. lib. x. p. 328. 
See below, append. ii. numb. 10. 

Now, on this point, namely, 4 conrEssion of Christ as THE 
son OF Gop, the Nazarenes (for, in truth, their sole heresy was 
their insisting upon the religious obligatoriness of the Cere- 
monial Law) agreed with the Catholics: and hence, by Au- 
custine, their conrussion of the common faith in regard to THE 
ESSENTIAL Divinity of Christ is placed in studied contradis- 
tinction to the Cerinthian and Ebionitic assertion of dogmas 
wholly incompatible with tt. 

II. The testimony of Jerome is exactly to the same purpose 
and with exactly the same arrangement. 

1. In his statement, on account of their mutually concurring 
adherence to the necessary observation of the Ceremonial Law, 
the Cerinthians and the Ebionites and the Nazarenes appear as 
three several semi-jewish sects. But, distinguishing the Naza- 
renes from the other two, of them he specially says: that They 
believed in Christ as THE son or Gon born from the Virgin Mary ; 


in whom also, he adds, we ourselves believe. 
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Usque hodie per totas Orientis synagogas inter Judeos ha- 
resis est, que dicitur Mineorum, quos vulgo Nazare@os nuncu- 
pant: qui credunt in Christum Filium Dei natum de virgine 
Maria; et eum dicunt esse, qui sub Pontio Pilato passus est et 
resurrexit : in quem et nos credimus. Sed, dum volunt et Ju- 
deei esse et Christiani, nec Judai sunt nec Christiani. Hieron. 
Epist. Ixxxix. c. 4. Oper. tom. ii. p. 266. Colon. Agripp. 1616. 

2. This language of Jerome at once corroborates and explains 
the account given by Augustine, if indeed that account required 
any corroboration and explanation. 

So far as respected the doctrine of Christ being THE SON OF 
cop born from the Virgin ; or, in other words (according to the 
well known purport of the phraseology then and from the first 
employed by the Catholic Church), so far as respected the doc- 
trine of The Son’s coETERNAL AND CONSUBSTANTIAL GODHEAD 
mith the Father: the Nazarenes agreed with the Catholics. 

On this point, their conrEssion, as Augustine speaks, was 
orthodox. 

Their error lay in insisting upon the necessity of observing 
the Ceremonial Law: an error, from which the great collective 
body of the primitive Church of Jerusalem was exempt; an 
error, which in his epistle to the Galatians, St. Paul had clearly 
shewn to be inconsistent with the true evangelical doctrine of 
Salvation through the alone merits of Christ. 

III. We may still note the same arrangement and the same 
discrimination in the ancient author of the Apostolical Con- 
stitutions: though, specifically, he mentions not the names 
either of the Cerinthians or of the Ebionites or of the Naza- 
renes. 

1. The method, which he adopts in the treatment of his sub- 
ject, is the following. 

(1.) In his account of confirmed and inveterate heretics, 
he first notices those: who insisted upon the necessity of ob- 
serving the Ceremonial Law, while they believed in Jesus 
merely as a holy man and a delegated prophet. 


Ta cara vépov kabapa éobiew Kat wepirépverOar VOMLULWe, 
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muorevely O€ eic “Inoovy, we cic Oowov avdoa Kat moopyrny. Con- 
stit. Apost. lib. vi. c. 10. 

(2.) After this, he states the sound catholic doctrine, re- 
specting the true nature and character of our Saviour Jesus 
Christ, and respecting the abrogation of the Ceremonial Law. 

Tov Xouoroy ob Wrov dvOowroy opodoyotper, GAG Oedy Ad- 
yov kai dvOowroy, pecirny Ocod kat avOpwrwy, apytepéa Tov 
Harpdc. Ovre pojy perin ‘Tovdaiwy weptreuvopueba. Constit. 
Apost. lib. vi. c. 11. 

(3.) And he then proceeds to write against those: who con- 
FESSED, indeed ; but who, at the same time, wished to judaise. 

[lode rove époroyovvrac, tovdaiZew de Oédovrac. Constit. 
Apost. lib. vi. c. 12. 

2, Now, as the Cerinthians and the Ebionites are evidently 
intended by the persons, who observe the Ceremonial Law, while 
they venerate Jesus under the aspect of a mere holy man: so 
are the Nazarenes no less clearly meant by the persons, who 
nish to judaise, though they nevertheless conress ; for there are 
no other individuals, with whom such a description will cor- 
respond. 

What, then, was the import of their conrEssion ? 

Doubtless, as the whole context shews, its import was that 
acknowledgment of the godhead of Christ, which immediately 
before had been set forth as the conrzssion of the Catholics. 

For the entire statement runs in manner following. 

(1.) The Cerinthians and the Ebionites, together mith the ob- 
servance of the Ceremonial Law, believed in Jesus as a mere 
holy man. 

(2.) The Catholics, without the observance of the Ceremonial 
Law, conresseD Jesus Christ, not as a mere man, but as Gop 
THE WORD AND MAN CONJOINTLY. 

(8.) The Nazarenes, together mith the observance of the 
Ceremonial Law, made the same convressron respecting Jesus 
Christ, as that which was made by the Catholics. 

3. It will be observed: that the author of the Apostolical 
Constitutions employs the self-same word conregss, to set forth 
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equally the faith of the Catholics and the faith of the Nazarenes. 
And it will be recollected: that still the self-same word conFrEss 
is employed by Augustine, to contradistinguish the rairH of 
the Nazarenes from the assertions of the Cerinthians and the 
Ebionites. 

IV. Against this mass of concurring evidence, the sole mat- 
ter, which can be set up, is the assertion of Theodoret: that 
The Nazarenes venerated Christ only under the aspect of a just 
man. Theod. Heeret. Fab. lib. ii. c. 2. 

1. Doubtless, Theodoret makes the assertion: but, even if 
we admit its accuracy, no benefit would accrue to the antitrini- 
tarian cause from such an admission. 

Theodoret flourished in the course of the fifth century: 
and, without any impeachment of our already adduced testi- 
monies, it is easy to conceive; that the remnant of the Naza- 
renes, as they had always symbolised with the Ebionites in the 
obligatory observance of the Ceremonial Lan, might at length, 
finding themselves viewed by the Catholics as heretics, adopt 
their opinions also in respect to the nature of Christ. 

2. The accuracy of Theodoret, however, may well be dis- 
puted: both because his assertion is at variance with the testi- 
monies of Augustine and Jerome and the author of the Apos- 
tolical Constitutions; and also because he seems evidently to 
have been misled by a too hasty interpretation of his pre- 
decessor Epiphanius who lived in the course of the fourth 
century. 

(1.) Epiphanius had said: that The Nazarenes held opinions 
similar to those of the Cerinthians. “Opo.w xéxrnyrat ta dpo- 
viara. Epiph. adv. heer. lib. i. tom. 2. heer. 29. And he had 
subsequently added: that, 4s Ebion adopted the sentements of 
the Osseans and the Nazarenes and the Nasaréans and the 
Cerinthians, so he and the Nazarenes mutually communicated 
their improbity to each other ; for though they differed IN A CER- 
TAIN POINT (card 71) they resembled each other in their evilmind- 
edness. Epiph. adv. heer. lib. 1. tom. 2. her. 30. 

From these expressions, Theodoret seems to have hastily 
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concluded: that The Nazarenes agreed with the Ebioniles in 
their opinion respecting the nature of Christ. 

But Epiphanius says nothing of the sort. 

He merely intimates, unspecifically: that The Nazarenes 
held opinions similar to those of the Cerinthians; and that T hey 
mutually communicated their improbity with the Ebionites. 

What he meant by this language was: not that The Naza- 
renes denied the godhead of Christ ; but that, like the Ebionites 
and the Cerinthians, They insisted upon the necessity of observ- 
ing the Ceremonial Law. 

That such was his meaning, may be learned even from the 
very passage in which this language occurs. 

While he says; that The Ebionites and the Nazarenes mu- 
tually communicated their improbity to each other: he imme- 
diately subjoins ; that, Resembling each other in evilmindedness, 
they nevertheless, IN A CERTAIN PoINT, differed. 

Now in what did this difference, on onE CERTAIN POINT, 
consist ¢ 

Clearly, in the radically dissimilar view which they took of 
the person and nature of Christ: for we know that, in regard to 
the necessity of observing the Ceremonial Lan, they perfectly 
agreed. 

From this brief hint, I suspect: that Epiphanius well knew 
the soundness of the Nazarenes in respect to the doctrine of 
Christ’s godhead, though, from his extreme dislike of them, he 
was unwilling to speak out more explicitly. For it is difficult 
to comprehend what he could have meant by the allowed dif- 
ference between the Nazarenes and the Ebionites in onE cER- 
TAIN POINT, if it were not the precise difference specified by 
Jerome and Augustine and the author of the Apostolical Con- 
stitutions. 

(2.) Be that, however, as it may, Epiphanius has effectually 
prevented any person, who would read his Work on Heresies, 
from rationally asserting, on his authority : that The Nazarenes 
symbolised mith the E-bionites in their denial of Christ’s divinity. 

Truly or not, respecting these same Nazarenes he tells us: 
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that HE COULD SAY NOTHING CERTAIN; whether, mith the Ce- 
rinthians, they deemed Jesus to be a mere man; or whether, as 
the truth is, they asserted his birth from Mary through the Holy 
Spirit. 

Ilept Xpiorov O€ obk oida eimeiy, ci kal abrol, TA THY TpOELpN- 
pévwv wept KiowvOov cat MhoryOov poyOnpia ay Sévrec, Wirov 
dvOowrov vopilovow ij, Kabwe ) adyOea exer, Ova Mvevparoc 
‘Ayiov yeyevyijcar x Mapiag dvaBeGacovyvra. Epiph. adv. heer. 
hbsasitom..2.aher.:29. 

Had Epiphanius known the Humanitarianism of the Naza- 
renes, we may be quite sure that he would have prominently 
alleged it. 

I suspect him to have known the contrary. But, however 
this may be, the Humanitarianism of the Nazarenes can never 
be proved from an author, who declares himselfignorant of 
their sentiments respecting the nature of Christ. 


SECTION IV. 


RESPECTING THE DOCTRINE OF THE EBIONITES. 


I nave stated: that The Ebionites agreed with the Cerinthians, 
in maintaining the mere humanity of Jesus, though some of them 
held, and some of them denied, his birth from a virgin: but that 
They differed from them, in asserting (as Augustine speaks ) 
that the Christ atso mas a mere man; for, discarding the notion 
that the Christ was a supercelestial spirit distinct from the man 
Jesus, they contended, like our modern Unipersonalists, that the 
single individual Jesus-Christ was, in point of nature, a mere 
man, united neither to a supercelestial spirit nor yet to the Su- 
preme Divimty. See above, append. i, numb. 2. sect. 3. § 1. 
B( Br) 

Such was my statement. Now, in regard to it, Epiphanius, 
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I am perfectly aware, describes the Ebionites, as holding, with 
the Cerinthians: that The Eon Curist was distinct from the 
mere man Jesus; and that The former entered into the latter at 
the time of his baptism. Epiph. adv. hee. lib. i. tom. 2. heer. 30. 

Hence I confess, that Epiphanius, so far at least as respects 
his own times, contradicts my statement. It may be doubted, 
however, whether this testimony, even if we admit its partial 
accuracy ; can be justly extended to more early times. 

J. Irenéus, a much older writer than Epiphanius, tells us : 
that Lhe LE bionites did nor hold the same opinions respecting the 
Lord as Cerinthus. 

Qui autem dicuntur Ebionei consentiunt quidem mundum a 
Deo factum: ea autem, que sunt erga Dominum, Non sIMILI- 
TER ut Cerinthus et Carpocrates opinantur. Iren. adv. heer. 
lib. i. ce. 26. 

Now Irenéus had, immediately before, ascribed to Cerinthus 
the gnostic peculiarity of The distinctness of the Eon Curist 
from the mere man sesus: and, in asserting the mere humanity 
of the Lord Jesus, we know, that the Ebionites and the Cerin- 
thians were agreed. Iren. adv. her. lib. i. c. 25. 

Therefore the point of their disagreement, with the exception 
that some of the Ebionites held the miraculous birth of the still 
mere man Jesus from a virgin, can only have been the question 
of The distinctness or the indistinctness of THE CHRIST. 

I well know: that some have proposed to alter the Non sI- 
MILITER of Irenéus into consrmtuiTER ; which, no doubt, would 
exactly invert the purport of that Father’s testimony. But such 
an alteration, I believe, rests not upon the authority of any manu- 
script : and is, therefore, purely conjectural and gratuitous. 

II. To retain and to argue from the expression Non sIMILI- 
TER, I am the more inclined; because Theodoret, who, as a 
much later writer against heresies, would naturally consult the 
more ancient Work of Irenéus on the same subject, states un- 
equivocally : that such was the precise point, upon which the 
Cerinthians and the Ebionites disagreed ; the Cerinthians as- 
serting the baptismal descent of the Eon Curist and his dis- 
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tinctness from the man sEsus, while the Ebionites, like the later 
disciples of Theodotus and Artemon and Photinus, denied it. 

'O d& KipuvOoc rov prev IHZOYN 26 "Iworp cai Mapiag ednae 
yevynOjvar Kara Kowov réy avOpaxwy vopov, dvwbev Oe Tov 
XPIXTON karedndvOdra émt roy THEOYN. “EGwyvaior dé kal 
Oeodorriavol Kal ’Aprepovtavol Kal Pwrewviavol Wrdov dvOoemor 
Eipi}Kkaow ék Tic mapVévov Tov XPIZTON yeyervijcba. Theodor. 
Heeret. Fab. lib. v. c. 11. 

This statement would be the precise and necessary result of 
Theodoret having read, in the original Greek of Irenéus, odx 
dpotwe : but a directly opposite ‘statement must have been the 
result of his having there read dpotwe. 

III. Theodoret exactly harmonises with Augustine: who, 
also, may be reasonably supposed to have not written without 
consulting his senior Irenéus. 

He tells us: that The Cerinthians deemed sesus to be a mere 
man; but that The Ebionites ascribed bare humanity to the 
CHRIST also. 

Cerinthiani,—Jrsum hominem tantummodo fuisse.—Hebio- 
nei CHRISTUM etzam tantummodo hominem dicunt. August. de 
her. § 8,10. 

IV. The same testimony is also borne by the inquisitive 
historian Eusebius. 

In his account of the Ebionites, he describes some of them 
as maintaining the curist to be a mere man born from Joseph 
and Mary, and others of them as admitting his birth from the 
virgin through the Holy Spirit but as denying his preexistence 
and divinity. Yet he says not a word, as to any of them hold- 
ing the cerinthian tenet of the baptismal descent of the dis- 
tinct Eon curist into the distinct man sxEsus. 

"EBwvatove ToUToUC vikElwe EmEepHpiGov ol TO@TOL, TTWKOC Kal 
rameivc Ta TEpt TOU Xotorov dodGovrac. Atrov pev yap abroy 
Kal KoLvOy WyovvT0, Kara mooKomyy HOove atro povoy avOowrov 
dedtkarwpévoy, && dvdpdc Te Kowwriac Kat rij¢ Mapiac yeyevyn- 
pévov.— A)Xor 0€ mapa Tovrove, Tie aUTiC OvTES TOOGHYoplac, THY 


pev Tov eipnuevwy exromoy OreciOpaoKoy aroriay, €k mapBEvov Kat 
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Tov “Avyiov Tvedparoc pu) dpvovpevoe yeyovévat tov Kbpov’ ob 
pj £0" Opotwc Kat ovrot, rootmdoyety abrov, Ocdy Adyoy bryra 
Kal Lopiav oporoyovrrec, Th THY TpoTEpwY TeEpLETpEeTOVTO SvacE- 
bela. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iii. c. 27. 

Now, what Eusebius says of the doctrine of the Ebionites 
respecting cuRist, Origen says of their doctrine respecting 
jesus: and he is equally silent, as to their holding the marked 
peculiarity of the tenet specially held by the Cerinthians. 

Otroe & eiaty of durrot "EBwraitor ijroe éx mapbévov OpoXo- 
YOUVTEC, épolwe Huty, tov Incovr’ 7 ovx otUTw yeyevvijcOat, adr’ 
we Tove NoLTOoVE avOpwrouc. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. v. Pp: 272. 

Uniting, then, these two testimonies, and combining them 
with the preceding testimonies, we seem once more brought to 
the conclusion: that The E'bionites, (as I believe Irenéus to have 
stated by the expression non similiter or ovy dpotwe) did nor 
agree with the Cerinthians in those points of doctrine which re- 
spect the nature of our Lord. For, while the Cerinthians held, 
that Lhe distinct Eon curist descended upon the distinct mere 
man JESUS at the time of his baptism: the Ebionites held, that 
There was no such distinction between curist and sEsus, but 
that The single individual sEsus-curist was one mere man 
whether born from Joseph and Mary or born miraculously from 
the Virgin Mary alone. 

V. Nay, if I mistake not, even Epiphanius himself ought 
really to be considered, as corroborating, instead of contradict- 
ing, my view of the doctrinal system of the early Ebionites. 

Though, in the middle of the fourth century, he describes 
those sectaries as symbolising with the Cerinthians in the pre- 
tended descent of the Eon Christ into the man Jesus: yet he 
likewise exhibits them, as having therein departed from the sen- 
timents of their founder Ebion ; whom, accordingly, he charges 
with no such speculation ; but whom, on the contrary, he repre- 
sents, as believing curist to have been born, after the manner 
of other men, from Joseph and Mary. Epiph. adv. her. lib. i. 
tom. 2. her. 30, 

Thus, in effect, Epiphanius bears the same testimony respect- 
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ing the early Ebionites, as Irenéus and Theodoret and Augus- 
tine and Eusebius. For, however, in the middle of the fourth 
century, some of their descendants (and, after all, Epiphanius 
vouches only for some, and that too in lapse of time) might have 
departed from the original doctrine of Ebion: the very name of 
the sect imports, that the early or the first Ebionites agreed 
with him. 

VI. Be this as it may, from the speculations of the Cerin- 
thians and the Ebionites alike, so far as respected the nature and 
character of our Lord, the Nazarenes differed altogether. For, 
though they agreed with those two judaising sects in the religious 
necessity of observing the Ceremonial Law, they still, with the 
entire Church Catholic, maintained ; that sEsUS-cHRIST was THE 
SON OF GoD incarnate from the Virgin Mary: or, in other words, 
they maintained ; that sEsUS-cHRIST 7S, TRUE GOD OF THE SUB- 
STANCE OF THE FATHER begotten before the worlds, and true man 
of the substance of his mother born in the world. 

This inevitably follows from the current phraseology of the 
early Church. For, by the special title of THE son oF cop, the 
ancient writers always understood GoD FROM GOD, LIGHT FROM 
LIGHT, TRUE GOD FROM TRUE GoD. See below, append. 1. 
numb. 10. 

Hence, in testifying that The Nazarenes believed our Lord 
to be THE Son oF GoD born from the womb of the Virgin: they, 
in effect, according to the purport of their own phraseology, 
testified, that The Nazarenes believed our Lord to be vERY GoD 
imearnate. 


SECTION V. 


RESPECTING THE CHRONOLOGY OF EPIPHANIUS IN REGARD TO 
AQUILA. 


In the chronology of Epiphanius respecting Aquila, there 1s an 
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apparent difficulty, which Dr. Priestley has employed for the 
purpose of throwing discredit upon the whole account of that 
officer’s intercourse with a body of Hebrew Christians while he 
was superintending the works at Elia. 

Epiphanius tells us: that Adrian, in his progress through 
Palestine, visited the ruined city of Jerusalem; that, deter- 
mining to rebuild it under the name of Elia, he appointed 
Aquila his master of the works; that Aquila, while superin- 
tending the business, there conversed with certain Hebrew 
Christians who had returned thither from Pella, and there be- 
came a convert to Christianity ; that, afterward, he apostatised 
to Judaism ; and that, when he had thus apostatised, he applied 
himself to the study of Hebrew and translated the Old Testa- 
ment. 

Now we know: that Adrian commanded Jerusalem to be 
rebuilt in the year 137, immediately after the enactment of an 
edict in the year 136, which banished from its precincts all ob- 
servers of the Ceremonial Law. 

Yet Epiphanius also tells us; that Aquila became known in 
the twelfth year of Adrian, or in the year 129. And, from the 
mode in which this information is conveyed, Dr. Priestley pro- 
nounces: that Aquila then became known by his translation of 
the Hebrew Scriptures. 

Hence he concludes: that, Since Epiphanius himself fixes 
the date of the translation to the twelfth year of Adrian or the 
year 129, Aquila could not have conversed nith Hebrew Christ- 
tans at Jerusalem and have there become a convert to Christi- 
anity im the year 187 or the twentieth year of Adrian. Whence 
the result is: that The whole account of his intercourse with a 
body of Hebrew Christians at Jerusalem, subsequent to the edict 
which banished from that city all observers of the Ceremonial 
Law, must needs be a mere fable. 

I. The premises, upon which this objection rests, are the 
alleged contradictory statement of Epiphanius: that Aquila 
translated the Hebrew Scriptures in the twelfth year of Adrian 
or in the year 129, 
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But it may be doubted, whether these premises are them- 
selves secure. 

Epiphanius says, indeed: that Aguila became known in the 
twelfth year of Adrian. But he no where says: that, In that 
year, he translated the Hebrew Scriptures. 

His statement, which occurs at the end of a tolerably long 
chronological enumeration of dates and periods, is the following. 

In the twelfth year of Adrian, Aquila became knonn. From 
Augustus, therefore, to Adrian, there are 180 years and 4 months 
save 9 days: so that, from the time of the seventy-two interpret- 
ers to Aquila the interpreter or to the twelfth year of Adrian, 
there are 480 years and 4 months. Epiph. de Pond. et Mens. 
Oper. p. 302. 

1. From the circumstance of Epiphanius saying, that There 
are 430 years and 4 months from the time of the seventy-two IN- 
TERPRETERS to Aquila the INTERPRETER or to the twelfth year 
of Adrian, Dy. Priestley, I suppose, would infer: that Zhe 
period in quesivan ts said by Epiphanius to have elapsed from 
the time of the one INTERPRETATION to the time of the other 1n- 
TERPRETATION; and consequently, that Zhe INTERPRETATION of 
Aquila is, by Epiphanius, ascribed to the twelfth year of Adrian 
or the year 129. 

2. This, however, is a mere gratuitous inference. 

Nothing is more common, than anticipatively to distinguish a 
man by an appellation under which he subsequently became 
celebrated: and thus, even prima facie, we have no right to 
deduce more from the statement of Epiphanius, than that a 
certain period elapsed from the interpretation of the seventy- 
two down to the twelfth year of Adrian, in which year the after- 
nard celebrated interpreter Aquila for the first time became 
known or conspicuous. 

Accordingly, that such is the real sense of the passage, is clear 
from the subsequent context. 

Epiphanius tells us: that Adrian, having engaged THE ABOVE 
MENTIONED INTERPRETER Aquila, appointed him his master of 
the works at Ela. And then he goes on to relate: how, after 
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this time of his engagement, Aquila became successively a 
Christian and a Jew, and how finally he gained his anticipated 
name of an INTERPRETER by his translation of the Old Tes- 
tament. 

Hence it is evident: that Epiphanius, by anticipation, calls 
Aquila an INTERPRETER previous even to his conversion to 
Christianity, and therefore much more previous to his actually 
undertaking the task of his INTERPRETATION. 

And hence, consequently, it is evident: ‘that The chronologi- 
cal statement of E'piphanius is wholly insufficient to establish 
Dr. Priestley’s necessary premises of the translation of Aquila 
having been made in the twelfth year of Adrian. 

II. Still, however, it will naturally and reasonably be asked : 
What Epiphanius could mean, by so peculiarly stating ; that, in 
the twelfth year of Adrian, Aquila became known. 

1. Bishop Horsley thinks: that Aquila then became known, 
because Aquila then was appointed to so considerable an office as 
that of overseer of the public works at Elia. Remarks on 
Priestley’s second Letters, part 11. chap. 2. p. 372. 

I regret, that I cannot follow the learned Prelate in this 
solution. 

A temple, it is true, had been built and dedicated to Jupiter 
Capitolinus, anterior to the breaking out of the jewish rebellion, 
and in truth mainly producing that rebellion. But the appoint- 
ment of Aquila, as Epiphanius distinctly states, was to superin- 
tend the rebuilding of the city, including most probably the re- 
paration and restoration ofthe temple of Jupiter: and the re- 
building of the city was not determined upon, nor was a super- 
intendant for that purpose appointed, until the year 137 or the 
twentieth year of Adrian, when now the jewish rebellion had 
been quelled and every observer of the Ceremonial Law had been 
banished. 

Hence I perceive not, how Adrian could have appointed 
Aquila his master of the works at Elia in his twelfth year or in 
the year 129. 

2. Rejecting, then, on this point, the supposition of Bishop 
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Horsley, I would offer, in its place, a solution, which perhaps 
may be recommended by its very simplicity. 

To so considerable an office as that of his master of the 
works at Elia, we can scarcely suppose, that Adrian would have 
appointed an unknown and obscure stranger. 

Hence it may be fairly presumed : that, instead of Jjirst be- 
coming known by his appointment to office at Elia, Aquila was 
already, at the time of his appointment, well known, both to the 
Emperor and to the Public, as a tried and experienced civil 
engineer. 

Now I apprehend Epiphanius to state: that, in the way of 
his profession, Aquila first became known to Adrian in his 
twelfth year or in the year 129; and that, in consequence of 
his thus having become known to him as an able architect, the 
Emperor, in his twentieth year or in the year 137, that is to say, 
after an acquaintance and trial of full eight years, at length 
appointed him to the superintendance of the works at Elia. 

Have we, then, any reasonable presumption, beyond mere 
vague general conjecture: that Aquila first became known. to 
the Emperor, precisely in his twelfth year, rather than in any 
other year, as an able and intelligent engineer ? 

I conceive: that we have a very reasonable presumption for 
the accuracy of such an opinion. 

Since Epiphanius specially pitches upon the twelfth year of 
Adrian or the year 129 for the circumstance of Aquila first 
becoming known, we are obviously led to inquire what were the 
transactions of that particular year. 

Now the transactions, somewhat curiously, turn out to be 
exactly such as to substantiate the opinion. 

In the year 129 or in the twelfth year of Adrian, the cities of 
Nicomedia and Cesaréa and Nice in Bithynia, having been over- 
thrown by an earthquake, were, by Adrian, ordered to be re- 
built at his own expence: on which account and occasion, he 
was styled The restorer of Bithynia. For the superintendance 
of these works, various officers, with various gradations of 
rank and authority, must of course have been employed: and 
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here, in Bithynia, if I mistake not, Aquila first became known 
to Adrian as a man of trust and talents in his own profession. 

It will be asked: Why, in the wide extent of the Roman Em- 
pire, should we suppose, merely from the circumstance of the re- 
building of the cities of Nicomedia and Nice and Cesaréa, that 
Aquila became known in Bithynia rather than in any other 
province? 

I reply: that Aquila himself was of Sinopé in Pontus: a cit 
in the immediate vicinity of Bithynia. Hence, when civil en- 
gineers were required for the works at Nicomedia and Nice 
and Cesaréa, he would naturally, close at hand, find employ- 
ment in the rebuilding of those cities: and, there having made 
himself known as an able architect, and having given satisfaction 
to the Emperor in a subordinate capacity though still in the 
precise department of rebuilding ruimated cities; he was at 
length, eight years afterward, appointed by his patron to the 
superintendance of the works at Elia. 

By such an arrangement, the whole narrative of Epiphanius 
will stand out perfectly clear and consistent. 

Aquila became known, in the twelfth year of Adrian or in 
the year 129, by the circumstance of his being employed and 
giving satisfaction as a public officer in Bithynia: and in conse- 
quence of his thus becoming known, he was appointed to super- 
intend the works at Elia in the twentieth year of Adrian or in 
the year 137. 

III. There is one more point in the chronology of Epiphanius, 
which may seem to require some notice. 

In accordance with the well known circumstance, that ddrian 
commanded Jerusalem to be rebuilt in the year 137 after the re- 
bellion of the Jens had been finally quelled im the year 136, 
I have placed, in the year 137, his visit to Jerusalem and. his 
appointment of Aquila to superintend the works at that city. 

Yet Epiphanius speaks of his thus visiting J erusalem, and of 
his there appointing Aquila to the office of master-engineer, In 
the forty seventh year after the desolation of Jerusalem by Titus. 
Epiph. de Pond. et Mens. Oper. p. 302. 
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Now the forty seventh year after the desolation of Jerusalem 
by Titus coincides, not with the year 137, but with the year 117: 
because Jerusalem was desolated by ‘Titus in the year 70. 

Hence the chronology of Epiphanius seems again to be 
thrown into confusion and perplexity. 

1. After fully considering the matter to the best of my abili- 
ties, I have no hesitation in saying: that the text of Epiphanius 
must here inevitably be corrupt. 

Instead of the Forty sEvENTH year after the desolation of Je- 
rusalem by Titus, we ought, in the present passage, to read the 
SIXTY SEVENTH year after the desolation of Jerusalem by Titus: 
the error of FoRTY SEVENTH, In the place of sixty SEVENTH, 
having been produced by the carelessness of some ancient 
transcriber. 

2. My reasons for this opinion are the following. 

(1.) If the Emperor Adrian visited Jerusalem in the forty 
seventh year after its desolation by Titus or in the year 117, and if 
at that same time he appointed Aquila his master of the works 
there: Aquila must have become known at least as’early as-the 
year 117. 

But Epiphanius himself tells us: that Aquila did not be- 
come known until the twelfth year of Adrian or the year 129. 

Hence, if we retain the reading ForTY SEVENTH, we shall 
exhibit Epiphanius as directly contradicting himself. 

(2.) The reading rorty sEvVENTH makes Adrian to have 
visited Jerusalem, as the then reigning Emperor of the Ro- 
mans, in the year 117. 

But Adrian never visited Jerusalem in the year 117: nor had 
he, at that time, become Emperor. 

For he did not succeed Trajan until the year 118: and, in 
his various progresses through the Empire, he did not, even for 
the first time, visit Palestine, until the year 131. 

Therefore, clearly, the reading rorTY SEVENTH cannot but be 
spurious. 

(3.) At the time when Adrian finally visited Jerusalem and 
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appointed Aquila to superintend the rebuilding of it, he was, 
according to Epiphanius, labouring under an incurable disorder, 
and vainly travelling in quest of a restoration to health. 

The Emperor, he tells us, had, without success, called in the 
whole body medical throughout his Empire. Whereupon, find- 
ing himself no way benefited by the advice of his physicians, 
he peevishly wrote an objurgatory letter against the very science 
of Medicine: and then set out upon his wonted travels, in 
hopes of improving his health by change of air and amusement 
and occupation and locomotion. With. this object, he first 
sailed to Egypt. Next he went to Antioch. Then he passed 
through Coelo-Syria and Phenicia. And then he came into 
Palestine, which is also called Judéa. Here he went up to 
Jerusalem: and, finding it in a ruinated condition, he gave 
orders for its reéedification under the name of Elia, and ap- 
pointed Aquila to be his master of the works. Epiph. de Pond. 
et Mens. Oper. p. 302. 

Now all these matters perfectly correspond with the year 
137: but, as they correspond not with any other year save that 
year in particular, so, more especially, it is plainly impossible 
that they should correspond with the year 117. 

In the year 136, Adrian, now an old man though always a 
man of remarkably active habits, fell into a very infirm state 
of health: in the year 137, we know him to have ordered Je- 
rusalem to be rebuilt: in the course of the same year 137, he 
retired to Tibur or Tivoli, where his disease increased, instead 
of abating: and, on the tenth day of July in the year 138, he 
died. 

If, then, we combine these several known matters with the 
narrative of Epiphanius, there can, I think, be no reasonable 
doubt: that Adrian’s final visit to Jerusalem ought to be placed 
in the year 137; and, consequently, that the reading srxty 
SEVENTH ought to be substituted for the present reading rorTy 
SEVENTH. 


(4.) As we are led to this result by the necessity of evidence 
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both circumstantial and chronological, so the very form of 
the erroneous reading itself points out the original genuine 
reading. 

The erroneous reading stands, not Forty sixtu or Forty 
EIGHTH or Morty NinTH, but precisely Forty sEVENTH. | 

Hence it indicates: that the chronological designation of the 
year ¢ntended terminates in sEVENTH, not in sIxTH or in EIGHTH 
or in NINTH. 

That that year cannot be the rorty seventh, we have very 
plainly seen: that it was the sixty seventh, we have every 
reason to believe. 

The srventu, then, remains ; a portion of the genuine read- 
ing itself, and a clue to the other portion of the genuine read- 
ing: while the adjunct rorry alone requires correction. 

Accordingly, when Forty sEvENTH is corrected to sixty 
SEVENTH, the date is reconciled to facts: and thus the whole 
becomes reasonable and harmonious. 

3. On these grounds, I believe Epiphanius to have really 
written: not that The Emperor Adrian, while labouring under 
an incurable disorder, visited Jerusalem, in the rorTy SEVENTH 
year after its desolation by Titus, or in the year 117; but that 
Lhe Emperor Adrian, while labouring under an incurable dis- 
order, visited Jerusalem, in the stxvy sEVENTH year after its 
desolation by Titus, or in the year 137. 

The former date brings out an impossibility : the latter date 
harmonises, both with recorded facts, and with general chro- 
nology. 
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